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CHAPTER I 
 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
 
Introduction 
  
Occupational Therapy is a health profession whose practitioners work with 
patients and clients who have sustained or who are at risk for some disruption to 
functioning at their optimal level.  The occupational therapy practice that is visible to 
consumers and the general public is the result of three interrelated elements: clinical 
practice, academic education, and basic and applied research.  The clinical practice of 
occupational therapy is directed toward helping persons whose lives have been disrupted 
by illness or injury to lead independent lives.  Occupational therapy education is 
concerned with the format, content, and focus, of occupational therapy academic 
programs.  Basic research in occupational therapy is concerned with developing the 
theoretical knowledge that underscores professional practice; applied research in 
occupational therapy is concerned with determining the outcomes of therapeutic 
interventions. A variety of social, political, economic, and historical factors have 
contributed to changes in each of the elements and have influenced the focus and 
direction of the profession.  As a result, priorities in occupational therapy clinical 
practices, academic education and research have at times appeared at odds.  The resulting 
challenges and opportunities have served to shape the profession.  
Evolution of Occupational Therapy Education and Clinical Practice 
The occupational therapy profession was founded in 1917 by a small group of 
charter members who had backgrounds in architecture, psychiatry, arts and crafts 
instruction, and administration (Schwartz, 1999).  This founding group held strong views 
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related to the moral treatment of individuals. They advocated the beliefs that a humane 
approach to treatment, a predictable daily routine, and personally meaningful occupation 
would aid patients in their recovery from illness.  Their beliefs influenced clinical 
practice at the time, as patients were dealt with in a humane and caring manner and were 
provided with opportunities to participate in activities that followed a predictable routine.  
Another movement of the early founders added another formative dimension to the 
profession, one where crafts were seen as having therapeutic value as well as providing a 
satisfying tangible outcome (Schwartz, 1999). 
During World War I, occupational therapy "reconstruction aides" were trained to 
provide therapy to wounded soldiers (Low, 1992).  Their primary responsibilities were to 
teach various handcrafts to military hospital patients with orthopedic and surgical 
conditions and/or nervous and mental diseases.  Recognition of the value of these early 
occupational therapy aides by the United States Army generated the demand for 
additional workers.  As a result War Service Classes were offered to train reconstruction 
aides, with the first course beginning in June 1918 (Low, 1992).  
 The National Society for the Promotion of Occupational Therapy (the professional 
association at the time) approved war courses at a number of universities and hospitals in 
the United States. These early training schools were certified and inspected by the 
Surgeon General's office and required applicants to be a high school graduate and at least 
25 years old (Low, 1992).  Upon graduation, reconstruction aides were "prepared to 
furnish occupation, in the form of simple handicrafts, including weaving, modeling, toy 
making, wood carving, basketry, block printing, simple metal work, book binding, and to 
prove the therapeutic value of activity to convalescent soldiers and sailors" (Art War 
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Relief, 1917-1918, p.5).  This was the beginning of formalized education in 
occupational therapy.  
World War II created an even greater need for medical rehabilitation services, as 
the injured soldiers of World War II would ultimately return home.  The emphasis of 
therapy shifted from crafts to more practical job-related and self-care skills. Most notable 
was the increased demand for therapists to have skills in treating people with physical 
disabilities such as amputations, paralysis, bone fractures, and arthritis. World War I and 
II had served to increase the visibility and demand for occupational therapists and 
resulted in a close alliance between occupational therapy and the medical profession. 
This alliance with the medical profession shifted the focus and direction of occupational 
therapy curricula away from its original humanistic values (Peloquin, 1989, Schwartz, 
1999).  
 By 1945, 21 educational programs had been established in occupational therapy 
and by 1949 25 schools in the United States were granting occupational therapy degrees 
(AOTA, 1949).  Almost all of these programs culminated in a baccalaureate degree, 
although there were some programs offering certificate or diploma courses (Grant, 1991).   
One school, the University of Southern California, established the first graduate program 
in occupational therapy in 1947 and offered a master's degree. During the 1948-49 
academic year, 375 occupational therapy students graduated from the 25 occupational 
therapy schools (Willard, 1949). However, the graduates were too few in number to fill 
the employment needs.  As a result, the national occupational therapy association worked 
to increase the number of academic programs and number of students enrolled (Grant, 
1991).    
  
4
By the end of the 1940's, the majority of academic programs in occupational 
therapy emphasized coursework concerning the rehabilitation of persons with physical 
disabilities (Schwartz, 1999).  This was due, in part, to occupational therapy's educational 
ESSENTIALS, (Council on Medical Education and Hospitals of the American Medical 
Association [CME], 1950) which were developed by the American Occupational Therapy 
Association (AOTA) in cooperation with the American Medical Association (AMA).  
The educational ESSENTIALS, which articulate the necessary elements of all 
occupational therapy academic programs, indicated in 1949, that course content be 
focused in basic and applied sciences, administration, general medicine, surgery, 
orthopedics, pediatrics, tuberculosis, and psychiatry (Grant, 1991).   
During the 1950's and 1960's, some leaders in occupational therapy began to 
explore and develop theoretical constructs that seemed to underlie existing clinical 
practice (Rood, 1958; Ayres 1963). Mary Reilly (1958) stated, "a profession is said to be 
moving towards sound maturity when, and if, it develops comprehensive theories to 
guide its practice" (p.298).  She asked, "what knowledge is most worthy of being taught; 
and how should this knowledge be organized and presented so that the mind of the 
student would be developed through interacting with it" (p.297-298)?  Prior to this point 
in history, occupational therapists had developed and implemented treatment techniques, 
but had not pursued research concerning the theoretical rationale or actual outcomes of 
their efforts (Schwartz, 1999). 
Also during this decade scholarship in an otherwise practice-oriented profession 
gained momentum and support.  By the late 1950's, Reilly (1958) began advocating for 
the national association to raise entry-level academic credentials to a master's degree. 
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Reilly and other occupational therapy scholars, such as A. Jean Ayres, Clare Spackman 
and Florence Cromwell were looking at the present needs of the profession in the late 
1950's and future skill demands (Binderman, personal communication, February 3, 
2003).   This group began advocating for occupational therapy academic programs to 
enhance research content and graduate education. These early scholars published A 
Statement of Policy on Advanced Study, which voiced support for Master's degree 
programs within the profession (AOTA, 1956).  Two years later, in 1958, the American 
Occupational Therapy Association published another guide, A Guide for the Development 
of Graduate Education Leading to Higher Degrees in Occupational Therapy, which was 
directed toward education programs within the profession (AOTA, 1958).   Reilly's views 
created the impetus to examine the philosophy and purpose of post baccalaureate 
graduate education in the 1950's.  
The period from the 1960's to the late 1980's was a time of change for both the 
educational and clinical aspect of occupational therapy.  In 1963, a workshop on graduate 
education in occupational therapy was held to identify educational aspects that lead 
toward increased skill in research (AOTA, 1963).  One of the outcomes that resulted from 
the workshop was continued support to develop Master's degree programs and support 
for graduate study.  The American Occupational Therapy Association also responded to 
the requests for research support by establishing the American Occupational Therapy 
Foundation (AOTF) in 1965, to provide the intellectual and financial resources to support 
research within the profession (AOTF, 1975).  Occupational Therapy clinical practice 
was strongly affected by Medicare legislation of 1965 (Title 18), which resulted in 
occupational therapy being identified as a reimbursable health care service. This meant 
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that physicians could refer patients to an occupational therapist for services and 
Medicare would reimburse the hospital for the cost of these treatments.  In addition, the 
Education of the Handicapped Act (PL 94-142) in 1975 mandated that children with 
handicaps receive therapy to ensure participation in the school setting.  Legislative 
changes such as these created a significant demand for occupational therapy to be 
provided in rehabilitation hospitals and public schools.   
In subsequent years, a number of efforts by the AOTF were initiated to support 
research in occupational therapy.  Two examples of such efforts were the establishment 
of a research journal, the Occupational Therapy Journal of Research (OTJR) in 1981, 
and creation of a teaching manual entitled, Integrating Research into the Curriculum, 
(Mitcham, 1985) which provided direction to educational programs without research-
skilled faculty. 
 The occupational therapy education community further responded to the 
increased demand for services by approving the development of many new occupational 
therapy programs. By the end of 1989, there were 68 accredited educational programs for 
the occupational therapist with approximately 8,013 students enrolled (Grant, 1991). Of 
the 68 programs, 29 occupational therapy programs were offering a post-baccalaureate 
certificate or professional entry-level master's degree (AOTA, 1989). It was estimated 
that 2,323 new entry-level occupational therapy graduates entered the work place in 
1989. However, this was still short of the employment demand (Grant, 1991).  
Occupational therapy practice continued to grow into the 1990's. 
Occupational therapy services were being offered in a variety of practice settings 
including home health, public schools, nursing homes, work places, and hospitals 
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(Schwartz, 1999). The number of occupational therapy education programs increased 
from 68 programs in 1989 to 89 professional programs in the United States by1995 
(Schwartz, 1999). One year later in 1996, there were 101 professional occupational 
therapy programs, with 50 offering a post-baccalaureate certificate or professional 
entry-level master's degree (AOTA, 1996).  It was evident that the number of 
occupational therapy academic programs was steadily increasing and the master's 
degree was becoming more prevalent. However, for the majority of professional 
programs the entry-level degree remained at the bachelors level. 
 This rapid growth in educational programs resulted in a shortage of qualified 
faculty members (Mitcham & Gillette, 1999). Since occupational therapy faculty 
traditionally had been recruited from clinical practice, faculty often focused their 
courses on clinical skill development and training for clinical practice rather than 
teaching broader theory development or research skills.  Again the education 
community was aware that a more advanced level of education was necessary to 
prepare faculty for the future.  
By the end of the 1990's, managed health care and legislative changes in 
reimbursement for health care rapidly altered the medically based clinical practice 
of occupational therapy. Shifts were occurring away from the predominant medical 
centers due to reimbursement changes. Legislative efforts to control costs such as 
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (PL- 105-33) as well as requests for outcome data 
created tension in occupational therapy clinical practice.   Occupational therapists 
were finding fewer hospital-based positions and as a result began applying for and 
creating jobs in community settings such as senior centers or homeless shelters. 
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Once again, education programs were challenged to modify curricula to address the 
changes in clinical practice.    
  Paralleling this shift in practice, the debate over the portal for entry-level 
education continued. In an effort to keep pace with the clinical demands of practice, 
the problem-solving, clinical-reasoning and critical-thinking skills needed for health 
care professionals, and the need for research to validate practice, several prominent 
occupational therapists again advocated for entry-level occupational therapy 
education to be moved to the post-baccalaureate level (AOTA 1998; Wood, 1998; 
Baum, 1987; Gillette, 1982; Rogers, 1982).  It was argued that occupational 
therapists with graduate degrees (post professional master's and doctorates) 
demonstrated a stronger contribution to the education and research areas of the 
profession than those with undergraduate degree (Gilkeson & Hanten, 1984) 
In response to the need for increased research and societal demands, the 
Commission on Education (COE), a branch of the American Occupational Therapy 
Association (AOTA), created a formal resolution, Resolution J, which proposed 
that all professional occupational therapy programs move to post-baccalaureate 
level education (Harris, Brayman, Clark, Delaney, & Miller, 1998).  In 1999, after 
much dialogue and debate, the Representative Assembly of the AOTA passed this 
Resolution, bringing closure to a professional debate that had lasted nearly 40 
years (Steib, 1999).  Therefore, all occupational therapy academic programs must 
now provide education at the post-baccalaureate level by 2007.  Coinciding with 
the formal decision to support graduate education through the passage of resolution 
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J, the Educational ESSENTIALS were revised in order to reflect the academic 
expectations of graduate education.  
These two major changes have resulted in a host of new issues for 
occupational therapists.  Most importantly, over 40% of occupational therapy 
academic programs currently provide education at the bachelors level (AOTA, 
2002).  Many will need to revise their curricula to meet the revised Standards for an 
Accredited Educational Program (AOTA, 1998).   Additionally, many other 
programs will need to enhance their academic rigor by adding substantially to the 
research content and theory to meet accreditation standards. 
It became evident that the profession must oversee the design of quality 
graduate education programs, which will prepare graduates to carry out both the 
clinical and scholarship skills needed for the next generation of therapists.  The 
occupational therapy profession needed to have a mechanism, a formal means to 
support and provide resources as well as leadership to assist academic programs, 
more specifically the occupational therapy faculty, to meet these challenges. 
Significance of the Study 
Many occupational therapy academic programs are making changes in 
curriculum format, structure and content in order to respond to the new entry-level 
requirements.  This presents both challenges and opportunities to occupational 
therapy educators. While the academic environment can be collegial, work is often 
done in isolation.  Faculty in occupational therapy programs have varying levels of 
expertise related to curriculum design / program development so the AOTF has 
created a program to assist faculty in their efforts.  This study will provide the first 
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research of its kind by studying the effects of assigned mentors in assisting faculty with 
curriculum change. 
Purpose of the Study  
The purpose of this study is to determine the outcomes of a yearlong 
curriculum-mentoring project that was designed to assist occupational therapy 
faculty in their efforts to shift their curricula to graduate education. This study is 
being done as a pilot effort to determine if the use of mentors is an effective 
mechanism for further efforts in occupational therapy to support the profession’s 
move to master’s level entry.  
Problem Statement 
 Although the effects of mentoring within healthcare professions have been 
studied in clinical practice settings, there is little research concerning the effects of 
mentoring on occupational therapy educators. 
 
Research Questions 
1. How, if at all, does an assigned formal mentor affect an occupational therapy 
faculty's efforts to achieve curriculum reform?  
2. To what extent do faculty experience the process and/or outcomes of curriculum 
change? 
3. What findings, if any, emerge that are consistent across programs regarding the 
mentors, the faculty and changes in curriculum?  
4. What findings, if any, emerge that are different across programs regarding the 
mentors, the faculty and changes in curriculum? 
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Delimitations of the Study 
 There are several delimitations of this study.  First, the Curriculum-
Mentoring Project was developed and sponsored by the American Occupational 
Therapy Foundation, the research foundation within the American Occupational 
Therapy Association. Second, representatives from all five of the selected 
occupational therapy programs are participating in the study of the Curriculum 
Mentoring Project. Third, all mentors have expertise in curriculum design and 
program development and have agreed to participate in this research. 
Limitations of the Study 
The limitations of this study are that significant geographic distance exists 
between the mentors, the faculty participants and the researcher therefore, data collection 
will occur via telephone interviews, written questionnaire, and email. Additionally,  
the study's one-year time period may be insufficient to document significant 
curriculum change. 
Definition of Terms 
American Occupational Therapy Association (AOTA) - the nationally 
recognized professional association for over 50,000 occupational therapists and 
occupational therapy assistants.   
American Occupational Therapy Foundation (AOTF) - a charitable, 
nonprofit organization dedicated to refining and expanding the body of knowledge 
of occupational therapy and promoting understanding of the value in occupation in 
the interest of the public. 
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Commission on Education (COE) - serves the American Occupational 
Therapy Association (AOTA) to promote quality occupational therapy education 
for Occupational Therapists and Occupational Therapy Assistants relative to the 
needs of educators, students and consumers. The COE provides educational 
leadership; envisioning the future and addressing current issues with the 
membership.  
Mentor- a highly respected occupational therapy educator recruited to volunteer 
for one year to work with a group of faculty on curriculum reform. 
Representative Assembly - the policy making body of the American 
Occupational Therapy Association (the "Congress" of AOTA).  This body 
deliberates on information related to the political, financial and educational issues 
brought forward by members of the AOTA.  
Occupational Therapy (OT)- skilled treatment that helps individuals 
achieve independence in all facets of their lives. 
Curriculum Change- the process by which university faculty alters the 
sequence, content, and philosophical framework within their educational program. 
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
This chapter provides a review of the literature on mentoring and curriculum 
reform.  First, the concept of mentoring is presented, including a historical 
overview, definitions of mentor and protégé and roles and responsibilities that are 
typical for each.  Second, theoretical models of mentoring are presented.  Third, the 
literature related to self selected and assigned mentors is examined and the stages of 
the mentoring relationship are reported.  Fourth, outcomes of mentoring programs 
used in health care academic settings and distance mentoring relationships are 
presented. Finally, contemporary views on creating meaningful change through 
curriculum reform are discussed as they pertain to health care and occupational 
therapy.  
Mentoring 
Historically, the term mentor has been used to define one who was 
responsible for educating another. The term “mentor” first appeared in the third 
book of the Odyssey (Homer, 1963).   In this story, Athena, the goddess of wisdom 
and skill, took the form of a man, Mentor, who was entrusted to care for Odysseus’s 
son, Telemachus, while Odysseus went to fight the Trojan wars. After more than 
ten years, Telemachus went in search of his father and was accompanied by Mentor.  
Eventually father and son were reunited and returned home to throw out the 
pretenders to their realm. This powerful image of the supportive, protective mentor 
has become a model for the nurturing process that fosters growth and development 
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in a protégé'.  It is from the Odyssey, that the term “mentor” came to be used as a 
description of an experienced and trusted advisor, friend and counselor, who 
remains with an individual to guide and direct experiences. Other historical mentor- 
protégé relationships include Socrates and Plato, Merlin and King Arthur, Sigmund 
Freud and Carl Jung, Anne Sullivan and Helen Keller, and Ruth Benedict and 
Margaret Mead (Prestholt, 1990). Often the mentor was older and had already 
established himself in the profession in which the mentee or protégé’ was 
attempting to learn.  The mentoring relationship, unlike the relationship between an 
instructor and a student, is often made by choice and is based upon mutual respect 
(Wunsch, 1994). While there have been mentors from as far back as Greek 
mythology it has only been since the late 1970’s that the concept has been studied 
and received attention in the professional literature. Over the years, the concept of 
mentoring has broadened considerably.  
During the late 1970's and well into the 1980's, mentoring was seen as a 
means to provide career advancement.  Levinson (1978) and Roche (1979), two of 
the first researchers to study mentoring, created serious interest in the subject and 
gave it academic legitimacy when they each published findings that demonstrated 
the relationship between having a mentor and subsequent success in the business 
world. The impact of their ideas led others to study the concept and document its 
importance to both learning and psychosocial development (Vance, 1982, Ross, 
1984, Darling, 1984, Rogers, 1987). A number of testimonials, case studies and 
descriptive research studies documented the findings that the protégés’ personal and 
professional development could be enhanced as a result of the mentors’ 
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involvement.  This could include a mentor’s providing challenging assignments, 
guidance and counseling, and serving as a role model in the workplace (Burke, 
1984; Jennings, 1976; Phillips-Jones, 1982, 1983; Roche, 1979).  While these 
studies identified the benefits protégés gain by participating in mentoring 
relationships, the mentoring construct remains unclear as there is a lack of 
agreement within the literature on a single definition of term “mentoring” (Noe, 
1988). 
Definitions of Mentoring 
 There are many different definitions of the term “mentoring.” The 
definitions have various and diverse foci, that range from tasks of the mentor and 
protégé to processes occurring within the relationship.  Murray (1991) defined 
mentoring as a process whereby a more experienced person helps a less experienced 
person develop in some specified capacity. For example, a newly hired teacher 
could be paired with a veteran teacher and weekly meetings between them could 
elicit discussion and practice that would support the new teacher’s instructional 
skills.  Torres-Guzman and Goodwin (1995) defined mentoring as an intense, 
dyadic relationship in which the mentor furthers the professional and personal 
development of the protégé by providing information, assistance, support and 
guidance. More recently, Kochran and Trimble (2000) defined mentoring as a 
relationship that provides opportunities to develop dispositions and abilities that are 
invaluable in strengthening capacities to grow personally and professionally.  
The definition of mentoring has changed from a structural role focusing on 
career progression with a clear hierarchy of the mentor in relationship to the 
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protégé' to an interpersonal perspective marked by substantial emotional commitment 
of both mentor and protégé' (Yoder, 1990).  Mentoring as a structural activity 
emphasizes the role development of the novice within an organization.  In this 
model, the focus is on helping the protégé to clarify his or her position and the 
mentor acts as a role model.  Mentoring as an interpersonal phenomenon is viewed 
as a complex relationship that is less one-sided in that the mentor uses both formal 
and informal forms of influence to further the career of the protégé and the protégé 
shares his or her areas of expertise with the mentor.  This interpersonal mentoring 
relationship is shown within the literature to last over an extended period of time 
usually three to 10 years (Yoder, 1990).  
 Most recently, the concept of collaborative mentoring has emerged within 
academia.  This form of mentoring replaces the hierarchical model with one that 
focuses on mutual empowerment and learning (Mullen, 2000). Collaborative 
mentoring is described as a practice that creates a creative, democratic relationship 
which promotes the development of insights and understandings between peers 
(Mullen, 2000; Jipson & Pauley, 2000).  Collaborative mentoring is developed 
through professional support networks and is practitioner centered, reflective, and 
empowering.  It has been shown to provide a catalyst for change by promoting new 
relationships and organizational structures.  Mullen (2000) stated that collaborative 
mentoring is an opportunity for professionals to become directly involved in each 
other’s learning and to provide feedback while developing along a mutually agreed 
upon set of goals. Collaborative mentoring has also been referred to as a “Critical 
Friend” (Costa & Kallick, 1993).  A critical friend is defined as “a trusted person 
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who asks provocative questions, provides data to be examined through another lens, 
and offers critiques of a person’s work as a friend.  A critical friend takes the time 
to fully understand the context of the work presented and the outcomes that the 
person or group is working toward” (Costa & Kallick, 1993, p. 50). 
Roles, Responsibilities and Styles of the Mentor 
Roles 
Just as there are a variety of definitions of mentoring, there are many points 
of view concerning the roles of the mentor in the mentor-protégé relationship.  
According to Kram (1983), mentors perform both career and psychosocial 
functions.  The career functions include sponsorship, exposure and preparation for 
advancement. These functions of the mentor are shown to directly correlate with 
career advancement of the protégé.  For example, when a mentor exposes a protégé 
to various aspects of the business world, the protégé often is more successful once 
the mentoring relationship is over as a result of the introductions and familiarity of 
the work environment.  The psychosocial functions provided by the mentor enrich 
the proteges' sense of competence and effectiveness.  These psychosocial activities 
are described as providing role modeling, acceptance, confirmation, counseling and 
friendship. Kram (1983) concluded that the career- related functions emerged first 
in the relationship, followed by the psychosocial functions, which became 
important in the later phases of the relationship. 
The National Education Association (1999) identifies 13 key roles of a 
mentor in an academic setting: a counselor, teacher, challenger, coach, observer, 
facilitator, trainer, master, tour guide, advocate, role model, reporter, and equal.  
  
18
Each of these roles has a slightly different function in the education context.  First, the 
role of a counselor whose primary responsibility is to provide a confidential, 
candid, and supportive environment that gives the psychological support necessary 
to help the new teachers stay committed to teaching. The role of a teacher is to help 
new teachers refine their teaching practices and understand the learning needs of all 
students, especially those students at risk, with special needs, and from diverse 
backgrounds. Next, the role of a challenger is identified as stimulating new teachers 
to do their best, by assisting them in new content areas through thought provoking 
questions and helping them obtain professional development training. The fourth 
role is that of coach, where the mentor helps new teachers improve their classroom 
teaching by offering assistance with classroom management and discipline 
strategies. Observer is yet another role where the responsibility is to observe new 
teachers in action and provide timely and ongoing support and coaching.  The role 
of facilitator is primarily for helping new teachers access a broad variety of 
professional experiences by arranging meetings with other teachers and 
observations of master teachers in action.  The role of trainer is designated to have 
the mentor conduct workshops and other professional development training for new 
teachers, other mentor teachers and administrators.  The master role is one where 
the mentor uses current education techniques and demonstrates proficiency with 
education technology.  The role of tour guide is one where the mentor helps orient 
new teachers to both the workplace and the culture of the community by supporting 
and facilitating meaningful parent and community involvement in and with the 
school.  The advocate role carries the responsibility to advocate for new teachers by 
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offering their thoughts and ideas in ongoing and annual assessments of the mentoring 
program. Being a role model is demonstrated to new teachers by the importance of 
“classroom connection” whereby the mentor returns to the protégé’s classrooms 
several times within the first three years.  The role of reporter is one where the 
success of the mentoring program is shared with all who will listen and reported 
frequently to the administration. Finally, the role of equal should not be 
underestimated, the mentor should not supervise but rather serve as a peer and 
colleague to new teachers.  
Various aspects of each of the above mentioned role descriptions may be 
needed in a variety of combinations to guide any protégé' toward his or her desired 
goal.  It is important to note that no single role description above can be used as an 
interchangeable term with mentoring.  Rather, mentoring is the ability of the mentor 
to carry out a variety of roles dependant upon the needs of the protégé.   
Responsibilities 
According to Schwiebert, Deck and Bradshaw (1999), the primary 
responsibilities of the mentor are 1.to make an investment of quality time in the 
relationship, 2.  to make a commitment to take the time necessary to allow for in-
depth discussion of the needs and goals of the protégé and the progress towards 
those goals and 3. to maintain a supportive interaction. Additionally, sharing 
resources, providing feedback in non-judgmental language, challenging the protégé' 
to work toward his or her goals, assisting with the development of a vision, 
assurance of learning, and facilitating reflective practice are major responsibilities 
of the mentor (Kram, 1985; Phillips-Jones, 1982).  
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Styles 
The way in which the mentor carries out their responsibilities is referred to 
as the style of the mentor. McNally and Martin (1998) conducted a study to see how 
mentors carried out their responsibilities. Three styles emerged from this study; 
each reflecting a difference in the way the responsibilities are carried out by the 
mentor.   
(1) 'Laissez-faire' mentors are nurturing and supportive. They have a strong 
belief in the importance of providing emotional support and reducing the stress of 
the protégé.  
(2) Collaborative mentors combine support and challenge to empower their 
protégé to engage in critical reflection.  
(3) Lastly, Imperial mentors use challenge as the foremost responsibility 
and often create tension for the protégé. 
Roles and Responsibilities of Proteges 
Roles 
The term protégé is derived from the French verb proteger, which means to 
protect (Carden, 1990).  Fagenson (1992) described protégés as "..individuals who 
are provided with support, direction and feedback regarding their interpersonal 
development and career plans by individuals called "mentors" (p.48).  Healy and 
Welchert (1990) characterized the objective of the mentoring relationship for the 
protégé as “…..the achievement of identity transformation, a movement from the 
status of understudy to that of self-directing colleague” (p.17).    Although the 
protégé is an equal partner in the relationship, their role is different in that the 
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protégé must identify his or her weaknesses and articulate a vision so that the work 
with the mentor is focused on the protégé’s goals.   
Responsibilities 
  In order for the mentoring relationship to be effective, protégés need to 
carry out certain responsibilities. First, the protégé must demonstrate the desire to 
learn.  He or she must have an interest in people and be able to communicate 
effectively. Understanding how to formulate questions and listen attentively are 
important responsibilities of the protégé.  The protégé must want to develop his or 
her set of skills and work to achieve an established goal that fits into his/her overall 
vision for their career (Nichols & Amick,1995).  Finally, the protégé must 
demonstrate initiative and follow through, which are essential for achieving goals 
(Mihkelson, 1997).  Since it is the protégé who ultimately decides what can be 
achieved, the degree to which these responsibilities are carried out will significantly 
impact the nature and productivity of the relationship. 
 Protégé Benefits from the Mentoring Relationship 
Several researchers have conducted studies regarding the benefits of the 
mentoring relationship to the protégé (Brey & Ogletree, 1999; Fagenson, 1989; 
Kram, 1985; Levinson et al., 1978; Phillips-Jones, 1982; Nichols & Amick, 1995; 
Mihkelson, 1997).  This research indicates those individuals who are mentored 
possess greater job satisfaction, an increased rate of promotion, improved career 
opportunities and greater professional recognition as compared to their non-
mentored counterparts (Fagenson, 1989).  Phillips-Jones (1982) verified that those 
protégés who report involvement in a mentor relationship have greater salaries at a 
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younger age, are better educated, more likely to have an established vocational plan, 
and are generally happier with their career positions.  Researchers agree mentoring 
may be instrumental in reducing worker alienation and promoting job satisfaction 
(Koberg, Boss, Chappell, & Ringer, 1994; Kram, 1985).  
 Mentoring Models  
Various mentoring models and programs have been described (Daloz, 1986; 
Brookfield, 1986;  Badley, 1989; Burlew, 1991; Mihkelson, 1997).  Many models 
are specific to a certain context or organization, for example a mentoring model for 
the Boeing Corporation.  These are beyond the scope of this paper as they have 
little relevance to this research.  The mentoring models presented here are those that 
are more global in nature and can be applied regardless of setting.  
Daloz’s Model  
One of the first models to appear within the adult education literature was  
Daloz’s (1986) work which describes a mentor/protégé' interaction model.  This 
model has been effective in aiding adults through transitions and proposes that 
effective mentor/ protégé' relationships balance three key elements: support, 
challenge and the protégé's vision.  Daloz proposes that by balancing support, 
challenge, and vision, the mentor creates the tension necessary for change and 
growth within the protégé. 
Support. 
 Support refers to activities that affirm the value of the individual such as 
demonstrating respect or trust.  Additionally, support reduces anxiety or uncertainty 
on the part of the protégé and is accomplished through setting clear expectations, 
  
23
providing resource materials or discussing potential responses to difficult situations.  
McNally and Martin (1998) conducted a study, which sought to examine the tools 
mentors used to promote novice teachers' development using Daloz's model.  These 
researchers found that mentors differed in their definitions of support.  Although all 
mentors recognized that providing support was an important part of their role they 
cited a range of ways they provided support.  These differences seemed to lie on a 
continuum from nurturing to professional actions to ensure the development of 
professional competencies. Mentors also acknowledged that the amount of support 
changed over time as the protégé developed in skill and ability. 
Challenge. 
Challenge forces the protégé to reflect on his or her values, competencies 
and visions. Within Daloz's model, challenges are provided by the mentor and may 
be illustrated by the example of the mentor who identifies inconsistencies between 
what the protégé says and what is actually done. For example, the protégé may state 
that he or she has a skill, yet when asked to perform, the protégé cannot perform to 
the same ability as stated.  The mentor can then challenge the protégé to practice or 
learn the skill at a greater depth through role modeling or other means.  McNally 
and Martin (1998) noted that challenge was provided in a variety of ways. Mentors 
used challenge as a way to create opportunities for their protégés to reflect on their 
teaching effectiveness. Others provided challenge by simply using questions 
directed toward their protégés to promote growth in higher level thinking.  
Challenge was seen as getting the protégé to think about their effectiveness in a 
particular situation and to take increasing responsibility for their actions. A few 
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mentors in this study noted that they attempted to move the challenge from coming 
from them (the mentors) to creating the ability to challenge oneself. 
Vision. 
Vision is defined as looking to the future and establishing realistic goals in 
order to achieve this vision with the protégé.  Mentors can foster vision by acting as 
a role model, or as a guide by stimulating discussion about the protégé's future.  By 
having vision, the mentor and protégé continually have a “focus” for their 
collaborative efforts.   
 Daloz proposes that support, challenge and vision are the key elements of 
an effective mentor-protégé relationship.  His mentoring model is not discipline 
specific and is one of the first to appear in the literature.  Many of the other models 
have stemmed from his seminal work.  
Brookfield’s Model 
According to Brookfield (1986) an important element to the mentoring 
relationship is having both the mentor and protégé becoming aware of their 
idiosyncratic learning styles.  The learning style refers to the pattern of preferred 
responses a person uses in a learning situation like the mentoring relationship 
(Brookfield, 1986).  According to Brookfield, being knowledgeable about the 
protégé’s learning style has implications for facilitating the learning relationship.  
That information will assist the mentor in knowing when to step forward and when 
to hold back and how best to foster learning by modifying his or her facilitation 
style.  Brookfield proposed six guidelines for mentoring relationships: 
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Pace the Learning.  
The pace of the learning varies between protégés and is sometimes 
interrupted by individual needs.  The mentor needs to be aware that sometimes 
protégés will withdraw or avoid interactions when they are uncomfortable.  This 
“time-out” is part of the learning process and needs to be acknowledged by the 
mentor. 
Time the Developmental Intervention. 
Mentors need to understand where their protégés are developmentally.  They 
cannot assume readiness and need to take time to allow a relationship to evolve.  An 
open and candid line of communication is essential for a successful relationship.  
Work toward collaborative learning.  
Collaboration is creative work.  Mentors and protégés can work together 
without one being in power over the other.  This collaborative style should be used 
to construct something that did not exist before the collaboration as a result of the 
talents of each member in the relationship working together. 
Keep the focus on learning. 
Mentoring is not about the personality of either the mentor or protégé.  The 
partners should not allow individual differences in one’s personality to interfere.  
The relationship should be focused on the protégé’s learning goals. 
Build the relationship. 
Time needs to be taken to develop a comfortable trusting working style. 
Mentors and protégés need to use time initially to discuss individual learning styles 
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and communication mechanisms.  Each individual in the relationship will need to 
establish his or her working style.  
Structure the process.   
The mentor and protégé should share responsibility for structuring the 
learning relationship. Time should be dedicated to sharing an outline of how the 
relationship will proceed and a common understanding of the responsibilities of 
each member of the partnership should be established. 
According to Brookfield, these six guidelines should serve as an outline for 
all mentoring relationships regardless of context.  Brookfield’s major contribution 
was in documenting a basic process which would acknowledge the learning styles 
of the mentor and protégé in the mentoring -learning relationship.  Since his initial 
contribution to the literature many programs have advocated the use of learning 
style inventories with mentoring pairs as a way to begin the dialogue on the 
learning process. 
Badley’s Process Mentor Model 
Badley (1989) developed a mentoring model within education, whereby the 
protégé participates in a three stage problem-solving mentoring process and 
eventually becomes independent of the mentor.  The first stage is called 
“colleagual” as it involves the protégé’s development by his or her peers.  The 
second stage is “counseling” where the aim is to facilitate and enable the protégé to 
solve or manage his or her own problems.  The third and final stage is 
“professional” where a formal consultation service is offered to the protégé.  This 
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last stage allows the protégé to return for help and support, perhaps at a later date when 
he/she has a specific problem or issue to resolve. 
Burlew’s Multiple Mentor Model 
Yet another model of mentoring within the literature is Burlew’s Multiple 
Mentor Model (1991).  This model is based upon the findings that the protégé 
requires different types of activities and knowledge skills at each stage of education, 
development and training.  Based upon these differing needs the protégé should 
have several different mentors during the course of being mentored.  The first 
mentor would be the training mentor whose primary responsibility is to assist the 
protégé in mastering their current job.  This would include the knowledge required 
to settle into the organization and enable the protégé to reach a proficient level of 
performance.  The second mentor is an education mentor whose primary 
responsibility is to prepare the protégé for a new or different position.  This 
involves mentoring for a broader role and involves foresight in the career ladder of 
the organization.  The third mentor is the development mentor.  This mentor is 
responsible for predicting what the organization might need in the future and assist 
the protégé in becoming a well-rounded individual in order to meet the changing 
needs of the organization.   
Formal Mentoring Programs 
Self –Selected vs, Assigned Mentors 
 Controversy exists within the literature as to whether a mentor should be 
assigned to a protégé, based upon personality characteristics, experience levels of 
the mentors, and volunteers within institutions or whether mentors should be chosen 
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by the protégé. In a formal mentoring program, individuals are assigned to a mentor 
(Noe,1988). Klauss (1981) and Kram (1985) warn that assigned mentoring 
relationships may not be as beneficial as mentoring relationships that develop 
informally due to personality conflicts, and lack of true personal commitment 
because it was not formed on their own initiative.  In either case, assigned or 
chosen, in order for the relationship to work it should be based upon mutual respect, 
trust, and an understanding of the other's responsibilities in the relationship 
(Colwell, 1998). 
Establishing the Relationship 
Once the mentor has been chosen or assigned, the relationship, which will 
be established, becomes the avenue through which the interplay of cognitive, 
affective and interpersonal factors is mediated (Hawkey, 1997).  According to Bell 
(2000) most mentoring partnerships go through four stages: 1. Leveling the learning 
field, 2. Fostering acceptance and safety, 3. Giving learning gifts and 
4. Bolstering self-direction and independence. 
In the first stage, leveling the learning field, the mentor concentrates on 
ensuring the encounters are a true partnership.  No power or authority should be in 
place over the protégé. It is of utmost importance that an atmosphere of trust and 
rapport building be present.  Next, when moving to the stage of fostering 
acceptance and safety, the mentor should make active listening their primary goal.  
When a mentor is receptive and validates feelings, proteges often feel that the 
relationship is safe and moving to the next stage is easier.  Giving learning gifts is 
the opportunity for the mentor to offer the gifts of advice and feedback.  Along with 
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these gifts, support, focus and affirmation can also be given.  It is in this stage that the 
protégé must be able to accept the feedback in the ways previously mentioned.  
Participants in effective mentoring relationships enjoy rich, engaging dialogue that 
is goal focused and occurs in the spirit of nurturing.  
 A healthy mentoring relationship typically involves a point of separation. 
This culminating stage is to bolster self-direction and independence of the protégé. 
The timing of this separation is crucial and should occur at a time and place in the 
relationship when the protégé has met his goal or in the words of Levinson et al 
(1978) "realized his Dream."  If either partner remains too long or becomes 
dependent on the other, it can place stress on a once productive relationship 
(McGovern, 1980). 
According to the literature, the concept of mentoring is one which has many 
definitions and has evolved throughout the years.  Various points of view related to 
the roles of each the mentor and protégé are shared by researchers.  Effective 
mentoring relationships are generally those which have a balance of support, 
challenge and vision. Within these contemporary relationships, the mentor and 
protégé are considered equal partners and evolve through predictable stages. 
 The literature review to this point has focused on general mentoring 
concepts. Since this study is related to a specific assigned mentoring relationship 
between occupational therapy faculty and mentors, the remainder of the literature 
review has been focused on faculty mentoring programs in higher education, 
specifically programs in health care. 
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Mentoring Programs in Higher Education 
The major emphasis of mentoring programs in health care higher education 
is on the development of junior faculty (Chalmers, 1992).  Mentoring is considered 
one way to improve both collegiality and junior faculty research (Jarvis, 1992). It is 
a complicated venture in academia when a faculty member mentors another faculty 
member (Sands, Parson & Duane, 1991).  Those who are mentored by colleagues in 
a university setting put themselves in an unequal and vulnerable position in relation 
to persons who may some time in the future be making decisions about their 
promotion and tenure (Sands, Parson & Duane, 1991).  
Mihkelson’s Mentoring Model  
 One mentoring model designed to enhance the research skills of junior 
faculty at the University of Tasmania was documented by Mihkelson (1997).  This 
model outlined learning opportunities through three elements that are important to 
professional development: reflection, inter-personal relationships, and application 
of technology.  
Reflection. 
Reflection is a basic element of learning and self evaluation.  Reflection 
within this model is based on self-assessment of skills, knowledge and the 
reasoning that underlies life and career decision making.  Reflection takes into 
consideration one’s values, setting of personal and professional goals, following 
with action, evaluation and review of outcomes (Mihkelson, 1997). Reflection for 
the protégé occurs as a result of engaging in conversation or dialogue with the 
mentor, thinking about what one wants to learn through mentoring and establishing 
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one’s vision for the future.   Reflection is a style of communication, communication 
with oneself.  The mentor’s role is to guide or facilitate that reflection for the 
protégé with the goal of further self clarification. 
Inter-personal Relations.  
Another element of Mihkelson’s (1997) mentoring model is inter-personal 
relations.  This is based upon the assumption that mentors and protégés learn from 
each other and that all mentoring processes are basic human processes.  Role 
modeling by faculty or external mentors, through teaching or research experiences 
are important examples of strategies that promote an individual’s own learning. The 
experience of the process should lead to increased confidence, better 
communication skills, and improved time management for both the mentor and 
protégé. 
Application of Technology. 
 The third element in this mentoring model is the application of technology.  
Because all the mentors were chosen to be external to the university, technology 
was necessary to enhance the communication in the reflective and inter-personal 
processes.  Technology enables communications to be on a global scale and 
increases the potential of access to a mentor without geographic boundaries. 
Mentoring Programs in Health Care Academia  
The empirical studies related to healthcare faculty mentoring programs are 
diverse.  Cameron and Blackburn (1981) found support for the hypothesis that a 
low level of intimacy between a mentor and protégé was related to continued 
research collaboration in a survey of 250 male and female faculty members from 
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nine universities.  In a study of mentoring between junior and senior faculty nurses 
(N=183, 97.8 percent women) Williams and Blackburn (1988) found that mentoring 
is a multidimensional phenomenon.  The authors identified four types of 
mentorships: role-specific modeling/teaching, encouraging the dream, 
organizational socialization and advocate (Williams & Blackburn, 1988).  Only the 
role specific modeling/teaching was predictive of research-oriented productivity 
among mentees. Sands et al. (1991) studied the role of mentoring in different 
academic departments of a large university and found a lack of formal mentoring 
programs for junior faculty due to the reports that faculty members with a doctoral 
degree were capable of functioning autonomously from the time of hire. 
In an effort to understand the role of mentoring in nursing faculty, Butler 
(1989) sent out a survey to 309 female faculty members with doctorates and who 
were employed in graduate nursing programs.  Results showed that mentorship for 
academic roles occurred in 55.7% of the cases and mentoring was significantly 
related to research productivity. There was a direct correlation between the length 
of the mentoring relationship and the protégé’s productivity.  Clark (1994) surveyed 
114 male nursing faculty to determine the role of mentorship and found that the 
men who had been mentored did not differ significantly from men who had not 
been mentored with respect to their rate of scholarly productivity.  It was 
determined that the type of mentoring reported in this study was social mentoring 
which did not directly influence research productivity. 
 
 
  
33
Mentoring in Occupational Therapy 
Within the field of occupational therapy, the importance of mentoring has 
been consistently emphasized within the literature (Rogers, 1987, Schemm & Bross, 
1995, Vassantachart & Rice, 1997).  Vassantachart & Rice (1997) suggested the 
development of mentoring programs as a potential tool for faculty development.  
The role of mentoring on research productivity among junior faculty members in 
the field of occupational therapy has been recently studied (Paul, Stein, Ottenbach 
& Liu, 2002).  A questionnaire was sent to 350 randomly selected occupational 
therapy faculty across the United States.  One hundred twenty seven surveys were 
completed (36%) which included 35 senior faculty and 92 junior faculty members.  
Among the senior faculty 27 reported acting as mentors and eight were non-
mentors.  Of the junior faculty, 48 were protégé’s and 44 had not been mentored. 
The results of the survey indicate a positive effect of mentoring on research 
productivity among junior faculty in occupational therapy.  It was reported that the 
majority of junior faculty members in occupational therapy had master's level 
education and thus used the mentor to guide them in the research process.  The 
average duration of the mentoring relationship in this study was 3.5 years. It was 
concluded that formal mentoring systems can be an asset to the occupational 
therapy profession. 
Creating Change through Curriculum Reform  
Although there are no models in the literature related to using a mentor to 
guide or assist with curriculum reform in allied health-care higher education, a few 
descriptions of curriculum reform efforts in nursing and medical education do exist.  
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Bloomfield and Bligh (1997) describe a study which was designed to examine aspects 
of a team role in the management of curriculum change at the University Medical 
Education Unit at the Medical School in Liverpool United Kingdom.  In this study, 
the Belbin Team Role Self-Perception Inventory was distributed to 30 members of 
the faculty closely associated with curriculum change.  This study's results 
suggested that those closely involved in curriculum change should be aware of the 
roles that individual members of their team can play.  These authors proposed that 
successful change requires people and the ways in which these people interact may 
make the crucial difference between success and failure of the curriculum reform 
efforts. 
The process of curriculum change in the nursing school at the University of 
Massachusetts, Lowell was described by Mawn and Reece (2000).  The purpose of 
their work was to provide a case example of the process of change from an 
integrated acute-care focused nursing curriculum to a community based health 
promotion framework. The methods these authors found to facilitate curriculum 
revision included: designing and refining a curriculum template, revisiting values, 
releasing "sacred cows" and building concensus.  Throughout this faculty's 
curriculum reform work, a committee of faculty worked to envision an all new 
curriculum.  This committee used data sources such as the mission and philosophy 
of the department, minutes from faculty meetings, and a literature review on 
nursing curricula.  They were able to design a one-page document outlining the 
sequence of courses and rudimentary course outlines.  Revisions were made to this 
template in an ongoing process with input from all faculty members.  Once faculty 
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had reached consensus on the template and new curricular approach, they found it 
difficult to let go of traditional teaching methods and content.  It took two years to 
establish an agreed upon organizing framework.  Their conclusions were that no 
one strategy will meet the needs of all schools undergoing curriculum reform, 
however the most important tasks of the faculty are the need to dialogue, share the 
process and carefully evaluate curricular endeavors. 
Curriculum Reform in Occupational Therapy 
Due in large part to the desire of educational programs to prepare graduates 
who can meet the occupational wants and needs of persons receiving occupational 
therapy services and the relatively recent passing of Resolution J, mandating all 
occupational therapy programs to move to the master's level entry by 2007, 
occupational therapy educators have begun the process of curriculum reform.  
There is little in the occupational therapy literature to guide these programs.  The 
only article found by this researcher is a description of a 3-year project of curricular 
renaissance undertaken by the faculty in the occupational therapy department at the 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (Wood, et al. 2000).  The faculty 
describe the developmental and important domains of activity undertaken that were 
critical in their reform efforts.  They report that their curriculum reform efforts took 
adherence to a systematic process of development that encompassed three domains 
of activity: environmental scanning and analysis, creating a vision and curriculum 
planning.  They adhered to a rigorous schedule of weekly to biweekly 3-hour blocks 
of time devoted to full faculty work specific to curricular assignments.  They 
assigned one faculty member to act as process manager to track progress and 
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provide summaries of accomplishments.  Within their article description the faculty 
describe their curriculum planning cycle by outlining a seven step process with key 
activities, outcomes and their time frame.  This faculty group used an educational 
consultant however the majority of work was done by the faculty.  Their 
conclusions were that the consistency of a schedule focused on curriculum and 
designating one person as the process manager allowed them to remain energized 
and focused on their curriculum reform.  They attribute their collective visioning 
process and three years of sustained effort to a rich exciting curriculum, beyond 
their initial expectations. 
     Overall, the literature review has traced the history of mentoring and 
overviewed how the concept has changed over time from a hierarchical model to 
one that encourages equal partnership in the process.  The complexity of the 
mentoring role was highlighted through the various definitions presented. Various 
mentoring models were described and specific mentoring programs in higher 
education were cited. Finally, mentoring as it relates to the field of occupational 
therapy was overviewed and the importance of studying the efforts in relation to 
curriculum reform.
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
Purpose 
 The purpose of this study was to investigate the outcomes of a Curriculum-
Mentoring Project in which faculty from 5 occupational therapy programs worked with an 
assigned mentor or mentor pair for one year. This chapter will present the research 
strategies that were used to address the research questions of this study.  First, an overall 
description of the curriculum - mentoring program including descriptions of the mentors, 
participants, and their corresponding occupational therapy programs will be provided.  
Second, a detailed and complete description of the methods used to gather data will be 
shared.  Finally, methods used to process and analyze data, design limitations, and ethical 
considerations will be presented. 
Background to the Study 
 The American Occupational Therapy Foundation (AOTF) was established in 
1965 for the purpose of advancing the science of occupational therapy by supporting 
education and research. Over the past 22 years, the AOTF has developed and sponsored 
numerous programs to promote excellence in occupational therapy education and research 
through faculty development (Gillette, 2001). Beginning in 1978, the American 
Occupational Therapy Foundation and the American Occupational Therapy Association 
jointly awarded research grants to AOTA members in an effort to stimulate research within 
the profession.  A total of approximately $1 million dollars has been awarded to date for 
these research grants (Gillette, 2000).   In the 1980's, the AOTF and AOTA again provided 
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monies to establish three centers for Scholarship and Research with the purpose of 
stimulating research among faculty and students, providing consultation to local 
occupational therapy clinicians and recognizing occupational therapy academic programs 
that were demonstrating outstanding scholarly productivity. Between 1983 and 1998, 
research support was offered through bi-annual research symposia, offered at the annual 
national conference. Through the efforts of the research symposia, teams of clinicians and 
new academic faculty were recruited to learn the research process in detail from a team 
leader who served as principal investigator and mentor.  Thirty teams have been formed to 
date and have provided research guidance for over 300 occupational therapists. 
A doctoral fellowship program was developed in 1981 by the AOTF and has 
awarded fellowships to 20 rising scholars.  Faculty development initiatives have been 
supported by the AOTF since 1995 to assist new academic faculty in developing requisite 
skills in instructional design, delivery and evaluation (Mitcham & Gillette, 1999).  In 1999, 
AOTA and AOTF provided support for a new Center for Outcomes Research where a core 
group of scholars examine methods appropriate to outcomes research in occupational 
therapy.   
Curriculum Mentoring Project 
 The seeds of the Curriculum Mentoring Project were planted as far back as 1982, 
when an ad hoc AOTF committee, at the request of the AOTA Representative Assembly, 
developed a set of research competencies for occupational therapists (Gillette, 2001).  
These competencies outlined behavioral objectives and specific research skills that 
occupational therapy practitioners should possess. The competencies were revised in 1998 
and partially integrated into the revised Standards for an Accredited Educational Program 
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for the Occupational Therapist (AOTA, 1998). As mentioned before, these Standards 
reflect the minimal requirements for entry-level OT education and curriculum 
development. 
 In 1998, the American Occupational Therapy Foundation recognized a need 
to support faculty members who were redesigning their curricula to meet the new Standards 
and who were committed to enhancing scholarship in their programs. During that same 
time, faculty at a well-respected OT program who had significantly revised their 
curriculum expressed interest in sharing their expertise. A dialogue ensued and led to the 
idea of using mentors to assist other programs in their efforts.   This idea was formalized in 
the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Project. The purpose of this project was to assist faculty 
in their curriculum development efforts.  It was hypothesized that the ongoing involvement 
of an assigned mentor would provide faculty with the necessary skill and expertise to 
achieve their specific goals. The overall goals of the Curriculum-Mentoring Project were:  
1.  Engage faculty groups in an iterative process of formal instruction, independent 
faculty work and on-site consultation in curriculum design. 
2.  Shepherd participating faculty groups through the development or refinement of 
graduate education programs. 
3. Foster graduate educational programs that will produce clinician-scholars who 
can work autonomously across practice environments as colleagues in service delivery and 
research with a variety of interdisciplinary professionals. (N. Gillette, personal 
communication, September 26, 2000).   
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The Project occurred between October 2000 and June 2002 and was divided 
into five phases: 1. Application phase, 2. Workshop phase, 3.Interim work phase, 4. On-site 
consultation phase and 5. Project completion.  
Application Phase: October 2000 to April 2001 
In October 2000, a letter outlining the Curriculum-Mentoring Project was sent to all 
the program directors and deans of accredited entry-level OT programs throughout the 
United States. (See Appendix A) Included with this mailing was a Curriculum Mentoring 
Project fact sheet, which outlined the purpose of the program, project goals, qualifications 
for participation, and application guidelines. (See Appendix B)  Applicants needed to 
provide the following:  
1. An overview of the demographics of their institution 
2. A description of the current status of their OT curriculum and plans for 
revision 
3. Administrative commitment, evidenced by a statement from the OT Program 
Director indicating financial support, allocation of time and resources 
4. Statements from each of the faculty outlining their vision and goals for 
participation 
5. University commitment, evidenced by a statement from the Dean supporting 
the faculty's participation in the project 
6. A description of the tasks and activities faculty had pursued thus far to 
enhance their own knowledge and capabilities in research and scholarship. (See 
Appendix C)   
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Nine applications were received; seven from baccalaureate programs making 
the transition to master's level and two from entry- level master's programs seeking 
assistance in refining their graduate curricula. 
Mentors. 
The American Occupational Therapy Foundation maintains an ongoing relationship 
with a network of individuals who have interests in curriculum design and program 
development. The mentors were recruited from this network through "chain sampling", the 
identification of people from those who know them and have knowledge of their skill areas 
(Miles & Huberman, 1994).  Several potential mentors were identified and seven agreed to 
be part of this project.  Each of the mentors is female and all are committed to furthering 
the development of occupational therapy education. The mentors undertook this project as 
a service activity and were not compensated for their participation.  Following is a brief 
description of each of the seven occupational therapy mentors:  
Mentor A has a doctoral degree in human communication studies and has 
completed research in the area of leadership development of women.  She is a veteran 
educator and author of numerous publications.  She volunteered to work as a co-mentor 
with two of the faculty groups. 
Mentor B has served in a number of professional leadership positions at both the 
state and national levels.  She currently is a Clinical Associate Professor in a large 
occupational therapy program, which has undergone significant curriculum reform.  
Mentor C holds the dual positions of Clinical Associate Professor and Program 
Director in a large occupational therapy program, which has gone through extensive 
curriculum reform.  Her research areas include leadership and curriculum development. 
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Mentor D completed her doctoral degree in Higher, Adult and Lifelong 
Education during the course of this study. She is beginning to establish her research career 
and was pursued as a mentor due to her work with a university which had undergone 
significant curriculum reform.  At her request she was paired with another mentor, with 
whom she had been studying, during the course of this research. 
Mentor E is an assistant program chair and has a doctorate in education.  She has a 
research interest as well as years of experience related to occupational therapy curriculum.  
Mentor F is a professor of occupational therapy and former program director of an 
academic department, which has gone through extensive curriculum reform.  She has many 
years of experience as both an educator and researcher.  She has a doctorate and has 
published widely. 
Mentor G holds a master's degree in curriculum design and an honorary doctorate 
for her significant work related to strengthening occupational therapy education programs. 
She is a former academic educator and has informally mentored many occupational 
therapists through the years.  She is presently a director of research and has significantly 
added to the profession through her passion of infusing research into occupational therapy. 
In February 2001, the Curriculum-Mentoring Project mentors and representatives of 
the AOTF met to review the applications, match the mentors and faculty, and finalize the 
goals and objectives for the project. Programs were selected according to the following 
criteria:  
1. Commitment to scholarship 
2.  Readiness to participate  
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3. Evidence of financial commitment to bring the mentor to the university for 
the on-site visit  
4. Support of the Dean  
Participants.  
Ultimately, five occupational therapy academic programs were selected to 
participate in the Project (See Appendix D). The faculty participants were representatives 
from each of the five selected occupational therapy academic programs. Faculty groups 
ranged from 2 to 6 people.  In some cases the program's entire faculty was involved and for 
others, the faculty participants represented a larger group. Each of the five programs is 
described below with a fictitious name to aid the reader in remembering the location and 
type of university setting. 
Program I- (Southeast State University) This occupational therapy department is the 
only one in a large state university system located in Southeastern United States.  The 
university has a strong mission focused on service to the people in the surrounding rural 
area. Five faculty representatives from this sizable occupational therapy department 
participated in the Curriculum Mentoring Project.  The faculty goals for this project were to 
continue in their efforts to strengthen their entry-level master's program and enhance 
faculty development in scholarship. 
Program II- (Midwest Private University) This occupational therapy department is 
located in a Research Level II, private, non-profit Catholic university in the mid-west 
United States.  The OT program was established in 1992.  At the time of application, the 
O.T. faculty had begun making the transition to discontinue their Bachelor of Science in 
Occupational Therapy degree (B.S.O.T.) by 2004 and planned to establish a new Bachelor 
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of Science in Occupational Science (B.S.O.S.) degree and a new entry-level Master of 
Occupational Therapy Degree (M.O.T.).  Five of the 8 OT faculty members were involved 
as the program's representatives to the Curriculum Mentoring Project. 
Program III- (Northeast Branch University) This occupational therapy program is 
located in one of the seven branch campuses of a public university system in the Northeast 
United States. This campus is quite small with a total of 22 full time faculty. Three of the 
four OT faculty participated in the Project and focused on infusing contemporary theories 
of occupation into this historically medically-based curriculum.   
Program IV- (New England Research University) This occupational therapy 
department is located within a public Research I Institution in New England. The faculty in 
this program has published widely in occupational therapy treatment and education. Yet, 
the six representatives from this mid-size faculty group were seeking input from a mentor 
who would help them enhance their newly developing entry-level master's program by 
strengthening their integration of a contemporary occupation-based theoretical framework 
into the curriculum.  
Program V- (Deep South Branch University) This occupational therapy program 
was started in 1996 within a large public institution in the southern United States.  The 
occupational therapy department is located on a small branch campus, which borders 
Mexico.  The students are primarily first generation college students and come from a low 
socio-economic background. At the time of application, the occupational therapy 
department had 2 full-time faculty and two faculty vacancies. The two faculty members 
who participated in the Curriculum-Mentoring Project were seeking assistance in 
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redesigning their bachelor's program to an entry-level master's with an occupational 
science focus. 
 Each faculty group was matched with a mentor, or pair of mentors, based upon 
several factors, including the academic environment, the goals and interests that were 
identified by the program faculty, the interests, skills and abilities of each mentor and the 
mentors' potential to help the program participants achieve their goals. The mentors 
discussed these various factors and then determined each mentor-program match based 
upon their perception of "goodness of fit" (See Table 1).  
    Once the mentor- faculty teams were established, programs were contacted and 
the Foundation staff created an on-line website for the project.  The website contained 
literature and instructional materials related to curriculum reform, leadership, change and 
graduate education.  All project participants were encouraged to read these materials. 
Weekend Workshop Phase -June 2001 
A weekend workshop was scheduled for early June 2001, and served as the 
"official" start of the Project.  During the workshop, faculty participants from each of the 
selected programs met with their mentor(s) for 3 days at a conference center in New 
Hampshire.  There were several purposes of the weekend workshop.  The first objective 
was to begin to develop an interpersonal relationship between faculty participants and their 
assigned mentor(s).  The weekend workshop provided important opportunities for faculty-
mentor teams to get to know one another, and to share personal and professional 
information in an effort to establish a positive working relationship.  A second purpose of 
the weekend workshop was to provide formal, didactic information on curriculum reform, 
leadership, change, and graduate education to the faculty participants.  These information 
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    Table 1: Overview of Faculty and Mentor Teams  
   Faculty Participants    Mentors 
TEAM 
     1 
Southeast State University 
Number of Participants in Project:  
5 of 24 
Goal:  continue to strengthen their entry-
level master's program and enhance 
faculty development in scholarship. 
Mentor A - veteran educator with 
doctorate, numerous publications. 
 
Mentor B- Clinical Associate 
Professor, professional leadership 
positions at both the state and national 
levels 
TEAM 
     2 
 Midwest Private University 
Number of Participants in Project:  
5 of 8 
Goal: establish a new Bachelor of 
Science in Occupational Science 
(B.S.O.S.) degree and a new entry-level  
Master of Occupational Therapy Degree 
(M.O.T.)   
Mentor C-Clinical Associate Professor 
and Program Director in OT department
recently having gone through 
curriculum reform. 
 
Mentor D- pursuing a doctoral degree 
beginning to establish her research 
career 
TEAM 
     3 
Northeast  Branch University 
Number of Participants in Project:  
3 of 4 
Goal: move from a traditional medically-
based entry-level master's program to  
one more occupation based.   
Mentor E - assistant Program Chair 
with a doctorate and research related  
to occupational therapy curriculum 
TEAM 
     4 
New England Research University 
Number of Participants in Project: 
 6 of 11 
Goal: further develop their proposed 
newly forming entry-level master's 
program.   
Mentor F - Educator and former 
Program Director with doctorate and 
numerous publications. 
First hand experience with curriculum 
reform. 
TEAM 
     5 
 
Deep South  Branch University 
Number of Participants in Project: 
 2 of 2  
Goal: redesign their bachelor's program 
to an entry-level master's with an 
occupational  
science focus 
Mentor B -Clinical Associate 
Professor, professional leadership 
positions at both the state and national 
levels 
 
Mentor G - former educator and 
presently a Director of Research 
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sessions were presented by the mentors and were designed to share common 
information with all faculty groups engaged in the Project.  The third and final purpose of 
the weekend workshop was for each faculty/mentor team to develop goals and a specific 
working agenda that they would pursue during the interim work phase. During these three 
days, faculty groups and their assigned mentor(s) spent time together designing their 
individualized work plans. (See Appendix E) 
Interim Work Phase: June 2001 to January 2002 
During the interim work phase, the faculty participants undertook the tasks they had 
set for themselves.  These tasks and activities were highly individualized, and depended 
upon the participants' goals and needs. The mentors and faculty were encouraged to 
maintain contact at least monthly through email, telephone or mail.  All faculty participants 
and mentors were also asked to keep reflective journals during this time, as a way to 
document their efforts and reflect on the on-going process of curriculum reform.  
Onsite Consultation Phase: February 2002 to May 2002 
The onsite consultation phase was designed to sustain the momentum and allow the 
mentors an opportunity to visit the program and meet the entire faculty.  This phase 
provided all participants with a second opportunity to work together in person; this time in 
the actual program/university context. The mentors visited their assigned program for two 
days. During this time, the entire faculty had an opportunity to show the work they had 
accomplished since the beginning of the project as well as seek advice on whatever they 
felt necessary to continue their efforts.  By conducting this on-site visit, the mentor could 
experience the reality of the setting and begin to understand the dynamics of the faculty in 
their context.  This onsite phase was originally designed to occur six months into the 
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project, however programs and mentor(s) scheduled their onsite visit at a time that was 
most appropriate for their team. Visits occurred from February 2002 through May 2002. 
Project Completion Phase 
Following the onsite visit, the faculty participants continued working on curriculum 
change for the remainder of the year-long project.  Again, mentors provided support via 
email, telephone and mail.  The AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Project formally concluded 
in June 2002. An overview of the five phases is provided in Table 2. 
Research Design 
Overall Research Paradigm 
The research paradigm provides an overall view concerning the nature of scholarly 
inquiry.  This dissertation research is organized within the overall paradigm of naturalistic / 
qualitative inquiry.  Naturalistic or qualitative inquiry is the study of naturally occurring 
events, programs, interactions or relationships in context (Patton, 1990). The qualitative 
researcher seeks to understand, rather than to prove. 
Qualitative inquiry is an appropriate research perspective for this study as the 
overall purpose of this research is to understand the naturally occurring events of the 
Curriculum Mentoring Project as the faculty participants and mentors experienced them.  
Neither the research settings nor any circumstances that contributed to the faculty 
participants' or mentors' experiences have been altered to meet a set of predetermined 
variables. The researcher’s interest was solely to determine the outcomes of a prescribed 
Curriculum Mentoring Project.
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 Table 2: Project Timeline 
Project Phases Dates          Major Events 
 
 
 
Application 
 
October 2000 
 
to 
 
April 2001 
 
Application Review 
 
Participant Selection 
 
Mentor(s) and Participant Match 
 
 
 
Weekend 
Workshop 
 
 
 
June 2001 
Participants and Mentors meet  
to determine goals 
 
Formal and informal education  
sessions relating to  
curriculum reform, leadership  
and change, and graduate 
 education   
 
 
Interim 
Work 
 
June 2001 
 
to 
 
January 2002 
Independent work on curriculum  
development / reform 
 
Maintain contact between  
mentor and participants at least  
monthly through email,  
telephone or mail. 
 
 
Onsite 
Consultation 
Occurred between 
February 2002  
and  
May 2002  
(Varied from case 
to case depending on 
mentor and faculty 
schedules) 
 
Mentors visit program site and  
collaborate on furthering the  
curriculum change efforts  
with the faculty participants 
 
 
Project 
Completion 
         
 
Onsite Visit 
to 
June 2002 
Faculty participants again  
engaged in work related to  
curriculum changes for the  
remainder of the yearlong  
project with the support   
of the mentor via email,  
telephone and/or mail. 
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Theoretical Orientation 
Within the overall naturalistic paradigm, several theoretical orientations exist.  The 
theoretical orientation provides a perspective from which the researcher frames the study 
and question(s).  The research questions for this study are most consistent with the 
phenomenological perspective (Patton, 1990).  Phenomenology is a philosophic tradition 
dating back to the early 1900's, which focuses on the structure and essence of experiences 
for a particular group of people (Patton, 1990).  The most basic assumption of this 
perspective is that humans can only know what they experience by attending to their 
unique perceptions of the experiences (Patton, 1990).  Thus the researcher "focuses on the 
descriptions of what people experience and how it is that they experience what they 
experience" (Patton, 1990, p. 71). By analyzing the participants' descriptions, the researcher 
gains an understanding of the experience. 
Case Study Design 
Just as there are many different theoretical orientations within naturalistic inquiry, 
there are numerous design strategies that can be used to determine how the study will be 
structured.  This study reflects critical case study design. In case study research, the 
researcher treats some set of circumstances as a "case".  Thus, a case can be an individual, a 
group, a program, an organization, a community, etc.  The most important feature is 
determining the "unit" of study.  Through case study design, the researcher collects 
systematic and in-depth data from the participant(s) within the identified unit(s) of study.  
In critical-case design, a researcher studies a number of cases in order to investigate 
a phenomenon, population or general condition and choses some number of cases, which 
represent the overall outcome. (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). Therefore, the single case study 
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occurs across several sites.  By studying multiple cases and reporting the critical cases, 
it is believed that the understanding gained will be greater than if only a single case were 
studied.  In this research, the results of two of the five single cases were analyzed, 
synthesized, and compared to one another to create a critical-case study design.   
A case, for this study, includes the group of faculty participants from one of the 
universities selected to participate in the AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Project and the 
mentor or mentor pair assigned to work with them.  Data from each of the five participant 
/mentor groups were gathered as an individual case.  In an effort to make a more 
substantive statement about the outcomes, a cross-case analysis was done.  This cross-case 
analysis reported the similarities and differences between the two critical cases. The two 
cases chosen were decided upon based upon the following criteria: (1) a representation of 
single and dual  mentors, (2) representation of  public,  private, and research university 
types, (3) size and experience of the faculty.  From this list of inclusion criteria, Team 2 
Midwest Private University and Team 4 New England Research University were chosen as 
the critical cases for this study. For a review of the participants and mentors for each case 
See Table 1, ( p 8).  
The factors that influenced the researcher’s selection of the critical-case study 
method were the specific research questions used to guide the inquiry and the participants 
being studied.  Yin (1989) states that certain "what" questions which are exploratory in 
nature, are appropriate for the case study method. This is consistent with the researcher’s  
interest about "what" are the experiences of persons involved in the project.  Additionally, 
the goal of designing an inquiry approach that reports the participant's experiences guided 
the researcher’s  selection of the case study method.  Since there is little research on the use 
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of an assigned mentor for assisting faculty groups in curriculum change, this design 
afforded the researcher the opportunity to examine all five individual cases and then chose 
two to further analyze and synthesize the results as a representation of the overall 
outcomes.  
Study Participants  
The participants for this study were the twenty occupational therapy faculty 
members from the five selected universities, and the seven mentors. (refer to p.5 for 
participant descriptions) 
IRB Approval and Informed Consent 
IRB approval of this research was obtained from both Duquesne University and the 
AOTF IRB Committee. Following IRB approval, this researcher presented the study design 
at the weekend workshop of the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Project.  All participants 
agreed to be part of the study and informed written consent was obtained from each of the 
twenty faculty members and seven mentors. (See Appendix F) 
Data and Data Sources 
Within qualitative research, the goal of data collection is to obtain high quality 
narrative, descriptive information.  Data are typically collected via three overall methods: 
direct observation, open-ended interviews, and document review.   Within these overall 
methods, a variety of specific sources can be designed or accessed. For this research study, 
data were collected in a variety of ways throughout the entire project.  Documents that 
were reviewed included the applications to the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Program, 
written responses to a mid-point questionnaire and participant responses to electronic 
reflection questions that were posed throughout the project. Open-ended individual and 
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group interviews were conducted at the beginning and end of the project. Each source 
of data is described below and is presented in the order in which it was collected. 
Application Packet 
Each program submitted an application packet consisting of demographic 
information about their University and Occupational Therapy Program, mission and 
philosophy statements, course sequence and course descriptions, as well as supporting 
letters from the Program Director and Dean of the School or College.  Applicants outlined 
their goals for curriculum reform and provided an individual statement from each of the 
prospective faculty participants concerning their commitment to the project. 
Documentation of monetary support from the University was also included to cover the 
expenses of the on-site visit of the mentor.  This information was used as supplemental data 
that was helpful in articulating the descriptions of the universities and the faculty 
participants. 
Initial Interview 
 A semi-structured interview was developed and administered to all mentors and 
faculty participants prior to the start of the weekend workshop.  The purpose of the 
interview was to learn about the overall goals of each faculty group and mentor, and to 
elicit their impressions of how they thought the year would proceed.    
At the beginning of the New Hampshire weekend, the researcher interviewed each 
mentor or mentor pair separately, shortly after the mentors had been introduced to their 
faculty teams.  The interview questions related to what the mentor had done to prepare for 
the weekend and work with the faculty group, the mentor's perceptions of what the faculty 
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group's needs would be, what obstacles might be anticipated and how each mentor 
envisioned her role and responsibilities during the year-long project.  
 This researcher developed a parallel version of the interview for the faculty 
participants, which was administered by each mentor(s) to her / their corresponding faculty 
team. Mentors asked faculty participants to describe their efforts at curriculum reform to 
date, to discuss their hopes and expectations regarding the mentor, and to describe their 
goals for the year-long project.  Mentors were encouraged to ask additional probing 
questions to further enhance the discussion.   
This interview procedure was established for two reasons.  First, as a result of the 
limited time all the faculty participants and mentors had in keeping with the workshop 
agenda, it was important to use that time efficiently.   Second and more importantly, the 
interview questions were designed to generate conversation and help establish a 
relationship between the mentor(s) and the faculty team. Each interview was audio taped 
and transcribed verbatim. (See Appendix G) 
Electronic Reflections 
 This researcher developed supplemental reflection questions which were sent via 
email to all mentors and participants on a bi-monthly basis.  The purpose of these questions 
was to elicit feedback on the work that was being completed during the interim work phase. 
These prompts were designed to facilitate participants' reflections on the overall process of 
curriculum reform. Questions focused on any interactions the mentors and faculty may 
have had with each other related to their work on curriculum change.  (See Appendix H) 
 
 
  
55
 
Mid-point Questionnaire 
This researcher developed a "mentor version" and "faculty participant version" of 
an open-ended questionnaire, which was sent to all participants in February 2002. The 
purpose of the mid-point questionnaire was to gather perspectives from all the study 
participants on their work in the project up to this point. Each participant and mentor was 
asked to complete and return the questionnaire individually. 
 Questions were designed to gather data in four distinct areas: Curriculum Change 
and Graduate Education, Faculty Participation, Mentor Influence and Future Planning.  
Information related to curriculum change was sought by asking each faculty member to 
reflect on the team's original goals for the project and how these goals may have changed 
over time. The mentor(s) were asked for their perspective on how the faculty team's goals 
may have changed up to this point in the Project. In the second section of the questionnaire, 
each faculty member was asked to describe factors that contributed to and detracted from 
the team's ability to make progress.  Mentors were asked to provide their perspective on 
their team's progress thus far.  In the third section, faculty participants were asked to 
describe their relationship with their mentor and to comment on the effect the mentor had 
had in helping the faculty achieve curriculum change. Mentors were asked their perspective 
of how their involvement had affected the faculty's efforts at curriculum change.  In the 
fourth section, questions related to future planning asked faculty and mentors to describe 
any changes that would need to be made in the working relationship. (See Appendix I) 
Telephone Interview 
At the end of one year, open-ended telephone interviews were conducted.  Each 
faculty team was interviewed as a group.  The mentors were interviewed individually or as 
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a pair (depending on the program). Telephone interviews were scheduled at a time 
convenient to the faculty groups and mentor (s) and structured through a conference call 
format where participants dialed into a common telephone line.  The purpose of the 
telephone interview was to gather information in four important areas: (1) overall 
impressions of the AOTF Curriculum -Mentoring Project, (2) impressions of working with 
or as the mentor, (3) impressions of the work accomplished with or as a faculty team, and 
(4) recommendations for the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Program, if it were to be 
offered again. (See Appendix J) The data collection schedule is summarized in Table 3.  
Table 3: Data Collection Schedule 
Date     Type of Data 
May 2001 Participant Applications 
June 2001 Initial Interview at Weekend Workshop in New 
   Hampshire 
July   2001 First Electronic Reflection 
Sept 2001 Second Electronic Reflection 
Nov 2001 Third Electronic Reflection 
February 2002 Mid-point Questionnaire 
April 2002 Fourth Electronic Reflection 
June 2002 Final Group Telephone Interviews 
 
Data Analysis 
Organizing and Processing  
In qualitative research, copious amounts of narrative data are accumulated.  Often 
times, data initially exist in a format that is not immediately ready for analysis. These data 
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need to be organized and processed before analysis can occur. For example, 
handwritten documents must be retyped, audio-taped interviews must be transcribed, and 
documents must be sorted and recorded.   
In this first step of data analysis, this researcher assembled the individual sources of 
data for each of the 5 individual case studies.  These included:  
1. A copy of the faculty application to the AOTF curriculum-mentoring program 
2. A transcribed initial interview of the mentor or mentor pair 
3. A transcribed initial group interview of the faculty participants 
4. The mid-point questionnaire from each faculty participant at the site  
5. The mid-point questionnaire from each mentor(s) assigned to the faculty group 
6. A transcribed final interview of the mentor(s) 
7. A transcribed final group interview with the faculty participants at each site 
8. The electronic reflections that had been submitted by each of the faculty 
participants at each site. 
9. The electronic reflections that had been submitted by the mentor(s) assigned to 
each faculty group. 
  Each source of data was processed and prepared for analysis as it was received.  
First, separate files for each program site were established.  The individual program 
applications to the Curriculum Mentoring Program were filed accordingly.  Immediately 
following each of the initial interviews, the audiotapes were transcribed by a 
transcriptionist and then reviewed by this researcher for accuracy.  Any discrepancies 
between the audio and transcript were corrected.  The audio-tapes were stored in a separate 
file box, identified by case number.  The paper copy of each transcript was filed by case 
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number within the corresponding program file in a 3-ring binder while the electronic 
copy was loaded in the Atlasti, a qualitative software program.  The participant's responses 
to the mid-point questionnaires were transcribed verbatim. Each paper copy was filed in the 
appropriate case file in the 3-ring binder and the electronic copy was loaded into the Atlasti 
qualitative software program.  The audiotapes of the final interviews were transcribed by a 
transcriptionist and reviewed by this researcher for accuracy. Any discrepancies between 
the audio and transcript were corrected. The audiotapes were filed in the file box according 
to case number.  The paper copy of the transcript was filed in the appropriate folder in the 
3-ring binder and the electronic copy was loaded into Atlasti.  
Analysis 
Data analysis began once all data had been processed.  The analysis began with the 
process of assigning codes, which are determined through  a careful line-by-line reading of 
the text while looking for processes, and actions demonstrated by the project participants, 
and attaching a word or phrase to a portion of the text to be used for classification and 
retrieval.  The researcher first read through all the documents for Case One and assigned 
codes to the text.  The researcher reviewed the assigned codes under the direction of an 
experienced qualitative researcher who confirmed the researcher’s work.  The researcher 
then proceeded to assign codes to the documents of the remaining four cases.  As the 
analysis progressed, the initial coding procedure yielded 27 individual codes for Case One 
and 23 codes for Case Two.  Once this initial coding occurred, a second analysis of the two 
representative cases was made and 6 resultant themes emerged. The two cases were then 
analyzed together in a cross case analysis using the research questions to guide the analysis 
and synthesis. The results of this analysis are presented in Chapter IV.  
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Trustworthiness 
Trustworthiness is a basic issue related to qualitative research and refers to the 
methods used to insure rigor within the design. The procedures taken to ensure 
trustworthiness will give the reader the ability to judge whether the results can be applied to 
his or her particular setting. According to Lincoln & Guba (1985) there are four main 
aspects of trustworthiness: credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability. 
Each has been addressed in this study through a variety of methods and techniques.   
Credibility refers to the outsider's perception that the research findings are accurate 
to the situation as described.  One technique used in this study, involved triangulation of 
the data.  Triangulation is defined as the use of multiple sources and methods to insure the 
data are accurate (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).  As previously described various sources of 
data were gathered at multiple points over the course of the project. (Refer to Table 3, p.56) 
Therefore each case report is based on several sources of data obtained through a variety of 
information gathering techniques. Peer Debriefing is a process of exposing oneself to a 
peer for the purpose of exploring aspects of the inquiry that might otherwise remain 
implicit in the inquirer’s mind (Lincoln, 1995). An external reader or peer debriefer 
reviewed all applications and initial interview transcripts.  This peer debriefer was a 
colleague who recently completed her doctorate and works as a physical therapy educator.  
She was provided the guiding research questions and then independently reviewed each 
program's application and set of interview transcripts.  This researcher and the peer 
debriefer met bi-weekly during the initial stages of analysis to discuss the findings of each 
case based upon the research questions.   
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Transferability refers to the reader's decision whether or not to apply the 
findings of this study to their unique setting.  According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), the 
researcher is responsible for providing rich description adequate enough for a reader to 
reach a conclusion as to whether the situation is similar enough to transfer the results to his 
or her unique situation.  Attempts have been made by this researcher to describe the 
settings and participants in adequate detail to allow the reader to envision the setting, 
events and processes which transpired .  However, it is the reader's responsibility to decide 
whether the conclusions reached for each case can be applied to his or her situation. 
Dependability and confirmability refer to the accuracy of the information. These 
issues are addressed through an audit trail in which all documents pertaining to this study 
are available for review.  Copies of all the research instruments are included as appendices 
at the end of this report in an effort to make the reader aware of the instruments used to 
gather the data, which generated the report.  By providing adequate level of detail and 
clarity, the final reports of each of the cases should make reasonable sense to the reader.   
Design Limitations 
Although the researcher believes the case study approach is the most appropriate 
design for this study, the researcher recognizes there are potential limitations that could be 
associated with this method.  One major limitation could be the potential of the participants 
to "tell the researcher what she wants to hear" rather than be truly honest.  The occupational 
therapy profession is rather small and the American Occupational Therapy Foundation is a 
well-respected entity of the profession.  It may be difficult for participants to speak freely if 
they are not satisfied with the process or their assigned mentor. To minimize this limitation, 
all study participants were advised that they would remain anonymous in all reports related 
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to this research and all were encouraged to be honest and forthright in their comments 
throughout the project.  
 A second limitation is that although all measures were taken to keep information 
gathered for this research study confidential and anonymous, it should be noted that the 
occupational therapy programs may be able to be identified through other marketing and 
AOTF reporting structures. 
  A third limitation is the geographic distance that existed between the researcher 
and the persons involved in the study.  Throughout the study, this researcher attempted to 
minimize the effect of this long distance relationship by designing instruments for data 
collection that yielded "rich," narrative descriptions.   
Ethical Considerations 
All participants in this study were generous with their time and forthright with their 
responses to the multiple requests for data.  All faculty participants and mentors 
participated voluntarily and were encouraged to ask questions at any time about the 
process.  One faculty member asked to be removed from the study after the weekend 
workshop interview due to time constraints.  This faculty member was removed from the 
email list and all subsequent requests for information. All participants were treated 
respectfully throughout the course of the study. 
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introduction 
The purpose of this investigation was to understand the effect that assigned 
mentors had on the faculty involved in the AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Project, and 
their efforts toward occupational therapy curriculum reform at each of the university 
settings.  Data used for the analysis came from interviews, questionnaires, and electronic 
reflections generated by the participants.  The analysis is presented as a multiple case 
study report.  The results for each of the two cases are first presented separately and then 
are synthesized to address the research questions that guided this inquiry.  
CASE ONE:  Team II- "Midwest Private University" 
As noted in chapter three, this occupational therapy program is located in a 
Research Level II, private, non-profit university under Catholic and Jesuit auspices. The 
occupational therapy department was established in 1992 and has 7 faculty members and 
a tenured program director.  This faculty group had begun the process of phasing out their 
existing Bachelor of Science in Occupational Therapy degree (B.S.O.T.) by 2004 and 
planned to establish a new Bachelor of Science in Occupational Science (B.S.O.S.) 
degree and a new entry-level Master of Occupational Therapy Degree (M.O.T) by 2005.  
Within their application submitted to the AOTF Curriculum Mentoring program, the 
faculty articulated a goal to "establish a combined baccalaureate/entry-level master's 
degree program in which 'occupation' is the central organizing framework of the 
undergraduate program."   It was evident from the application packet, that the faculty 
were highly motivated to pursue this project.  For example, they had engaged in retreats 
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where they had worked together to explore environmental issues concerning their 
program and the profession as a whole, reviewed the process of curriculum reform, and 
discussed many articles related to integrating the theme of "occupation" into their new 
curriculum.   
"We have already taken steps toward "curricular renaissance" at [this] 
University.  The tasks that still lie ahead are challenging, exciting, 'cutting 
edge', and --at times-- daunting.  All of our faculty believe that we are at a 
point in time when we can derive significant benefits from the opportunity 
to participate in this [AOTF Curriculum Mentoring ] project." (Participant 
1 (P1)) 
 
Two mentors were paired with this faculty group; Mentor C, a Clinical Associate 
Professor and Program Director in a large occupational therapy program, who had led the 
curricular revision at her institution and Mentor D, who completed her doctoral degree in 
Higher, Adult and Lifelong Education during the course of this study. Mentor D had 
completed extensive graduate work in situated curriculum and was invited to be a mentor 
due to her previous involvement in Mentor C’s department. 
Results of Content Analysis 
As explained in Chapter three, the initial content analysis yielded 27 codes which 
were then collapsed into 6 major thematic categories (Table 4):  
1. Aspects of the mentor that contributed to the experience 
2. Aspects of the faculty that contributed to the experience 
3. Contextual factors that contributed to the experience  
4. Relationship between the mentors and faculty 
5. AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Project 
6. Overall outcomes related to the project 
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Table 4: Content Analysis: Codes grouped by Thematic Categories for Team II 
  
   
 
 
   
Aspects of 
the mentor 
which 
contributed 
to the 
experience 
Aspects of 
the faculty 
that 
contributed 
to the 
experience 
Contextual 
factors that 
contributed 
to the 
experience 
Relationship 
between the 
mentors and 
faculty 
AOTF 
Curriculum-
Mentoring 
Project 
Overall 
outcomes 
related to 
the 
project 
Looking 
back on the 
experience 
Participants 
creating 
challenge 
External 
Challenges 
Goodness 
of Fit 
AOTF  
Status 
Recom-
mendation 
to AOTF 
Mentors 
knowledge 
of 
curriculum 
as situated 
within 
context 
Challenges 
of 
transitioning 
from 
Bachelors to 
Masters 
Unique 
issues to OT 
department 
Participant 
view of the 
experience 
Workshop 
attendance 
 
Outcomes 
of 
mentoring 
Mentors 
awareness 
of full 
faculty 
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Aspects of the mentor that contributed to the experience   
One finding that emerged quite strongly from the data was that there were certain 
qualities and behaviors of the mentors that were important to the process.  In the case of 
these two mentors: (1) the mentors’ knowledge of curriculum as situated within the 
university context, (2) the mentors’ ability to carry out the role, and (3) the co-mentoring 
experience, were most influential. 
Knowledge of Curriculum as Situated Within the University Context. 
 These two mentors seemed to have an astute awareness of the importance of 
linking the curriculum design to the philosophy of the institution.  Perhaps as a result of 
having lived the experience of engaging in substantial curriculum reform and studying 
situated curriculum, these mentors were particularly attentive to the importance of this 
element of curriculum and were able to guide the faculty through the process.  
Throughout the year, the mentors reminded the faculty about the importance of 
considering the Jesuit mission of the university as it related to curriculum design.  It was 
evident that the mentors encouraged the faculty to link the philosophy of the Jesuit 
tradition to the newly developing occupational therapy curriculum. During the initial 
interview Mentor C stated:  
"There seems to be so many common links between the Jesuit philosophy 
and OT programs, but I didn't get a clear sense of that in the course of 
documents that I have seen to date. …. I didn't feel like they were really 
making all the connections that could be made at that point."  
 
These two mentors also shared a sophisticated knowledge of curriculum and 
anticipated what the faculty group would need to consider in their work through the year 
as well as when they should challenge the group. The skill of knowing when to challenge 
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the group being mentored is a vital component of both Daloz’s (1986) and Brookfield’s 
(1986) mentoring models.  
"I also think that the group is not at the place to be challenged yet.  That is, 
there are some things they may have to consider later in the process, but 
aren't ready to think about yet.  For example, they are creating a BS in OS 
curriculum that feeds into a Master's in OT curriculum.  As they develop 
that further they may have to consider how a BSOS is different from a 
Pre-OT curriculum; they may have to consider how a bachelor's degree 
curriculum is something other than foundational coursework for OT; they 
may have to consider that the coursework for the BSOS curriculum does 
not have to be offered by or taught by the OT department faculty; they 
may have to consider the difference of a non-applied degree and an 
applied degree.  And so on" (Mentor C) 
   
Being a mentor. 
 These two mentors embodied the role of mentor with a style and attention to 
specific tasks that seemed to work well for this faculty group.  Both mentors were well 
prepared for the initial meeting with the faculty group.   
"Another thing we did was try to use our environmental scanning of them. 
We looked through their web site, and tried to acquaint ourselves to the 
University in addition to the OT program. And we have some observations 
we can share" (Mentor C) 
 
The mentors also formally introduced themselves via letter prior to the New 
Hampshire workshop. The letter included a brief introduction about the mentors 
including their individual strengths and collective working strategy.  This gesture served 
to establish a relationship with the entire faculty as the mentors were cognizant that only 
a representative group of the faculty would be present at the workshop.  It seemed like 
the mentors wanted to be sure the whole faculty was involved in the curriculum process.  
During the weekend workshop, the mentors assisted the faculty in developing a 
strategic, curriculum development plan for the next 5 years.  
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"We loosely mapped out a plan involving their primary foci and their tracking 
issues over the next 5 years.  Their primary foci for 2001-02 will be 
planning the freshman and sophomore courses of the new curriculum, 
finalize their mission and vision, complete the next drafts of their 
curricular themes and framework, and establish recruitment initiatives.  
Their tracking issues will be to monitor the changes within the college, 
network with non -health faculty, continue to nurture and develop 
community links for their applied experiences. So basically, I think they 
left with a clearer, more relaxed view of how the curriculum would be a 5-
year plan, not an everything-by-this-fall plan.  They seemed to be clearer 
on what were the immediate and not so immediate issues and on what 
structures they needed to put in place to accomplish it all.  We left it open 
in terms of when they would like to have us visit and for what reasons." 
(Mentor D) 
It was clear that the mentors had been helpful to the faculty participants in 
assisting with this plan, as evidenced by the faculty's reflective journal entries:  
"[The mentors] did an excellent job of keeping us focused on our goals for 
the weekend, which was to achieve a short range – one-year plan and a 
long-range five-year plan, which is the length of our new BS/OS  MOT 
program.  This included goals and activities to match, which was very 
helpful.  Though it may have not been that different from what our thought 
had been before we came we had not put them down in a plan format.  
This was extremely helpful, as it will help our focus and direction, despite 
all the chaos that continues in our academic environment." (P2)  
 
"The short and long-term strategy building was one of the most helpful 
components of the meeting.  We knew ahead of time generally what was 
ahead with regard to the need for curriculum development; however, the 
objective, specific guidance for the development of a 1, 2 and five-year 
plan was invaluable.  This allowed us to benefit from the experience of the 
mentors regarding what could be realistically implemented within those 
time periods—it is our responsibility to enable a “fit” of this model with 
our context." (P4) 
 
Throughout the year, it was evident that the mentors spent time thinking about 
their style and how to be effective in carrying out their mentor role. One of the main 
issues that emerged had to do with negotiating the mentor relationship in long-distance 
mentoring. 
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"I think I also learned that in a long-distance mentoring relationship, you do 
have to be a little bit more directive to keep things going.  Because we 
didn't do that initially and we are kind of waiting for them to contact us 
and that was apparently a little confusing.  And you know once we 
realized that we needed to be a little bit more directed because it was not a 
face-to-face relationship, then things went really smoothly after that. We 
never ended a phone conversation without knowing exactly when we were 
going to talk again, what we thought we were going to talk about, and the 
time and just sort of verifying…you know, we never hung up without 
knowing what exactly was going to happen next" (Mentor C) 
 
 The mentors also consciously provided structure and questioning but were very 
careful to allow the faculty to make the work their own.  They allowed the faculty to 
direct the process by focusing on their goals and promoted the faculty’s development by 
asking facilitative questions to keep their discussions more focused.   
Co-mentoring experience. 
In addition to attending to the faculty’s needs and priorities, these mentors 
frequently discussed their experiences working together. Since these mentors had already 
worked together and requested to work together for this project, their relationship was 
already, to a certain degree, established.  However, these mentors had not worked 
together as a team to mentor a faculty group and so they also recognized the importance 
of working through a number of issues during the year.   
One of their first tasks involved planning how to delineate their roles to insure the 
faculty group felt comfortable with having two mentors. 
"We needed to talk about that and decide how to have a common … sort 
of front, yet allow them to use us both individually, because we're 
different, and yet kind of keep a cohesive approach. And you know how to 
keep things relatively cohesive as much as we could"  (Mentor C) 
 
As the mentors worked through the year, they commented on the benefit of 
having the other to process faculty comments, look at things from another perspective 
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and seemed to concur that the co-mentoring experience was beneficial. It also became 
obvious from their reflective journal entries that this was a planned opportunity for 
professional development for Mentor D who was more junior at the start of the AOTF 
Curriculum Mentoring Project. 
"I anticipate that as our work unfolds that (Mentor D) and I will switch 
roles with her assuming "lead" role once the faculty is comfortable with 
their approach to their work and begins to dig more into the content of 
their curriculum. (Mentor D)  is much stronger than I am in the literature 
on curriculum development and adult learning and has a more scholarly 
approach than I to her understanding of occupational science." (Mentor C) 
 
 
The faculty also seemed to feel that having two mentors was beneficial.  
"They were a great team, and if we would have had only one of them, I 
think we would have not had that other perspective.  And they balanced 
each other and gave us critical feedback…I think…Yes, I think that two of 
them were very valuable, as opposed to one." (P2) 
 
Aspects of the faculty that contributed to the experience 
Another theme area which emerged from the data was the aspects of the faculty 
that contributed to the experience.  Particular to the faculty in Team II were two separate 
areas: (1) their work on curriculum and subsequent curriculum outcomes, and (2) the 
characteristics and style of their work. 
Faculty's work on curriculum and curriculum outcomes. 
 This faculty group had spent about eight months prior to the onset of the project 
immersed in the process of curriculum design.  They had already decided as a faculty to 
discontinue their Bachelor of Science in Occupational Therapy degree and were seeking 
approval to establish both a new of Bachelor of Science in Occupational Science degree 
(B.S.O.S.) and an entry-level Master of Occupational Therapy degree (M.O.T.) to be 
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awarded in 2006.  They included in their application to the project, an overview of the 
proposed content and sequence for both the B.S.O.S. and M.O.T. degrees. The faculty 
seemed to have a clear idea of what they wanted to accomplish with the mentors.  That is, 
they were looking to make a paradigm shift from a strictly undergraduate occupational 
therapy curriculum to a more innovative "occupational science" bachelor’s degree.  The 
faculty seemed to feel that these changes in the curriculum would provide the students 
with a synthesis of knowledge and research from within OT and also from disciplines 
outside of occupational therapy which would focus attention on “occupation” as a 
phenomenon worthy of serious study.  The student’s understanding gained in the 
bachelor level of study would then provide the foundation necessary to transition into a 
new entry-level master’s degree in occupational therapy.  The faculty was hopeful that 
the mentors would provide an external perspective to their work, yet seemed to feel 
vulnerable as they realized and acknowledged they would have to be honest in revealing 
fears and weaknesses about their collective understanding of this new body of knowledge 
to each other and their mentors.  However, the faculty also seemed to understand that this 
forthright approach would facilitate their progress.  
There is a certain amount of honesty that is required in admission of where 
 your fears are where your weaknesses are and that makes sense. You have 
 to feel like you can do that so you can move on. (P3) 
 
 The mentors seemed to accurately perceive the faculty's strengths as well as their 
need for input as evidenced by a statement in the initial interview with the mentors in 
New Hampshire: 
"I really like the idea of the undergraduate degree in Occupational 
Science, but at the same time I wonder, do they have the strength to pull 
that off.  Are they really grounded enough?  And that may be why it sort 
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of drifts away.  Maybe they don't really have the grounding that they need to 
actually carry out this pretty creative undergraduate program.”(Mentor D) 
 
Throughout the year, the mentors served as role models as they questioned the 
faculty about issues related to the new degrees they were proposing.  They also 
challenged the faculty to continually compare the intellectual rigor and pragmatic course 
design of the MOT degree to the BSOS degree.  The mentors did this so that the faculty 
would need to discuss the rationale as to why they made particular decisions about the 
curriculum.   
Eventually, the faculty began to pose concerns and questions independent of the 
mentors.  This resulted in their growth and maturation as curriculum designers and in the 
production of draft documents that were sent to the mentors several times for feedback.  
The productivity of the faculty was clearly evident because by the end of the project year, 
the faculty had developed several important documents: (1) newly designed vision and 
mission statements, (2) an educational curriculum design with curricular themes linked 
with the Jesuit philosophy, (3) a conceptual model that schematically illustrated the 
vision, mission and curricular themes, (4) course descriptions and beginning course 
syllabi for seven undergraduate occupational science courses, (5) a beginning framework 
for the MOT degree and (6) an Endnotes library of over 175 references to be used by 
faculty in support of teaching these new courses.  This represented a great deal of work in 
a relatively short period of time. 
Characteristics and style of faculty's work. 
 Several journal entries revealed that, at the beginning of the project, faculty met 
consistently every week and then modified their schedule and began to meet every two 
weeks.  Faculty also mentioned that they divided into subgroups to work on separate 
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elements of the curriculum and then came back together in their bi-weekly meetings to 
report on their progress. The faculty reported that they felt a heightened “anxiety” to stay 
on task and worked toward the timeline established at the workshop with the mentors.  
 It was apparent that the faculty committed a great deal of time on a consistent 
basis and maintained energy directed toward their goals. Both the mentors and the faculty 
commented on how the faculty challenged themselves and seemed to have a collective 
ownership of the curriculum they were creating.  The time they took to conceptualize and 
engage in a visioning process enhanced their progress once they subdivided into smaller 
teams to develop the specific curriculum products.  This working style seemed to be of 
great benefit to the faculty because the ability to set and maintain a consistent work 
schedule is an important factor contributing to this faculty’s outcome. 
Contextual factors related to the University Setting in which faculty were engaged 
 During the course of the year, this faculty was working within a context of 
significant environmental change. There were significant budget cuts, which reduced 
faculty contracts from 12 months to 10 months, a drop in the number of students enrolled 
in the occupational therapy program, and a change in school leadership as a new dean 
was hired. These changes put a great deal of pressure on the faculty to work on the 
curriculum and carry out their faculty roles in a shorter period of time. It became clear 
that this was a critical time for the faculty to clarify their priorities with the help of the 
mentors and focus on the importance of creating and implementing the new curriculum.  
The faculty sought out the assistance of the mentors and emailed them, alerting each 
mentor to the issues evolving at the university.  The mentors spent time in a conference 
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call with the faculty talking through the original time line and providing verbal support 
to the faculty group. Mentor D noted:  
" The result has been a rethinking and strategizing about how to proceed 
with their curriculum development plans while meeting the environmental 
demands.  I think they wanted several things from us on several different 
levels." (Mentor D) 
 
 
Relationship between the mentors and faculty  
The faculty and mentors in Team II seemed to feel a mutual respect for each 
other.  In separate journal entries, several faculty commented on the level of preparedness 
that the mentors had in understanding their proposed curriculum and their demonstrated 
investment in the process of working with them.  The mentors wrote in their journals 
about the faculty's knowledge of their (the mentors’) publications and professional work.  
"Quite honestly, one of the most important factors of this fit is that this 
faculty group has read everything (we) have written and they really like 
our work.  It is easy to step into a situation where before you even get 
there, the group 'knows' you and wants to learn from you".  (Mentor C) 
 
The relationship between the faculty and mentors was described as “comfortable,” 
“collegial,” “straightforward,” “positive,” “professional,” “mutually engaging” and 
“consisting of good dialogue.” The faculty as a whole seemed to feel that every contact 
with the mentors provided them with insights, reinforcement and/or redirection.  It was 
obvious, from various sources, that while the faculty was very open to direction, they 
took an active role in owning the curriculum and shaping their own work. For example, 
the faculty was asked by Mentor C to draw a schematic representation of their 
curriculum, to which the whole faculty worked together to create a visual representation 
that all the faculty felt illustrated their new curriculum. Perhaps this faculty ownership 
was in part a result of the mentors’ style of providing reinforcement.  For example, 
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comments from the mentor like "the curriculum needs to be spoken in your voice so 
that the curriculum is unique to your university and fits the faculties’ perspectives." 
(Mentor D)  Although faculty, at times became frustrated and discouraged with the 
process, the mentors seemed to inspire them to not lose faith and acknowledged that 
disagreement was part of the curriculum development process. In the words of one of the 
faculty in a journal entry: 
“But what inspired me to not lose faith in our process was the support we had 
received from Mentor C and Mentor D as just the week before when Mentor D 
acknowledged the intense disagreement among her faculty along their curriculum 
development process.” (P2)  
 
By the end of the AOTF curriculum-mentoring year, the faculty and mentors felt 
respected and proud of their accomplishments.  In fact, the mentors planned to continue 
their availability to the faculty through conference calls and email even though the formal 
project had ended. 
Findings related to the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Project structure  
Several issues related to the overall structure of the project were raised by both 
the Team II faculty participants and their mentors. Three separate areas emerged: (1) 
AOTF status, (2) workshop design and (3) interim work phase. 
AOTF status. 
 It appears as if the project met a professional development need within the 
faculty, that it was seen as sophisticated and one in which this faculty felt a sense of pride 
and honor to have been chosen.  The AOTF Project was a way to provide support to the 
entire faculty group and individual faculty members. The opportunity to participate in 
this project was particularly appreciated by the faculty of the Midwest Private University 
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at a time when morale seemed to be low.  An air of excitement to perform and pressure 
to succeed seemed to be felt by the faculty as a result of their being sponsored by the 
AOTF.  In this particular case, the faculty group had applied to and had been accepted in 
two AOTF projects that were occurring simultaneously.  The faculty soon realized that 
they were overextended and withdrew from the other project as they believed curriculum-
mentoring project was more beneficial to where they were in the curriculum 
redevelopment process. 
Workshop.  
 Although the time in New Hampshire provided the faculty group and mentors 
with several opportunities to meet and work together, several issues arose related to how 
time was spent during the one and a half days.  First, the faculty commented that they felt 
it would have been helpful for the mentors to have had the opportunity to meet all the 
faculty rather than just the representatives who were able to attend the workshop in New 
Hampshire. The rationale provided by the faculty was that those in attendance had to 
spend a great deal of time trying to recreate the enthusiasm they felt as well as help the 
other faculty members to establish a relationship with the mentors.  In the words of one 
faculty member in her journal: 
I am feeling a bit concerned about including other faculty members in the 
project who didn't attend the workshop, however Mentor C and Mentor D have 
worked hard at including them in the process by cc’ing them on most all the 
materials we are receiving. (P1) 
 
The faculty voiced the suggestion to AOTF, that if they were to sponsor the 
project again, to have all faculty members of the selected universities in attendance at the 
initial meeting with the mentors. This faculty group also commented that the time spent 
meeting with the mentors was particularly helpful. The faculty were already familiar with 
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the content that was being covered during the plenary sessions so these were seen as 
less helpful overall. The feeling that seemed to be emanating from Team II was that they 
would have liked the initial meeting with the mentor to have been at their university 
setting with the entire faculty available to allow the whole group to meet and establish a 
relationship with the mentor. 
The timing of the workshop was also a concern.  Because the workshop was held 
in June and these faculty are on 10 month contracts (September – June), three months 
passed between the end of the workshop and the beginning of the Fall semester when all 
the faculty were again available to meet and re-establish their curriculum work routine.  
The mentors expressed the same concern in that there was a significant time lapse before 
the faculty contacted them after the end of the summer workshop. 
Interim Work Phase. 
Although the faculty and mentors of Team II used the 6-month interim work 
phase effectively, at first it seemed to be unclear to the faculty how to establish a working 
plan in a long distance mentoring relationship.  Journal entries contained several 
comments that indicated some doubt as to what the AOTF project designers expected to 
occur during the interim work phase.  In September, an email from the project designers 
was sent to all mentors prompting them to make more regular contact with their teams.  
This email led the mentors in Team II to make a telephone call to the faculty even though 
their initial plan was to wait for the faculty to contact them with specific questions.  Team 
II mentors eventually settled into the routine of using conference calls as an effective 
means of communicating with the faculty.  Three conference calls occurred during their 
interim work phase.  Each had an agenda that was set by the faculty. Prior to each 
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conference call, the faculty faxed materials to the mentors for their comments and 
review.  Feedback related to these documents was given by the mentors to the faculty 
during the conference calls.   
Overall outcomes related to the project   
Both the faculty and mentors of Team II seemed to be satisfied with their efforts 
in the project.  The faculty seemed to attribute much of the clarity and richness of the 
work they accomplished to the mentors having challenged them to think and discuss 
values and curriculum philosophy at deeper and more sophisticated levels than they had 
in the past.  The mentors felt as if they helped the faculty to embrace where they were in 
their own professional development and facilitated discussion about what constitutes 
graduate education. However, the overall outcome of the curriculum change is yet 
uncertain. 
" I don't think we're going to know for a couple of years just how truly 
successful this is.  You know, I say successful now as it has remained 
positive in that we could see them growing and changing in how they were 
thinking.  They made concrete progress in terms of decisions being made 
and implemented. However the ultimate success is going to be if they get 
these programs up and running, if they are able to recruit and graduate 
students and ultimately what those do in the field of occupational 
therapy." (Mentor C)  
 
"I think that we were able to help them see some incredible connections 
between the Jesuit philosophy and occupation. That they had known on an 
unspoken level and really had not taken advantage of" (Mentor D) 
  
Overall, the efforts of the two mentors and the faculty of Team II, over the one 
year of the Curriculum-Mentoring project, seemed to result in a positive outcome.  One 
of the main outcomes for this team included the obvious professional development of the 
faculty as evidenced by higher level processing on the part of the faculty and a movement 
from mentor generated to self-generated questions and dialogue related to the curriculum.  
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Throughout the year, the faculty remained committed to the process despite significant 
environmental challenges and ended the year with a sense of faculty ownership of the 
curriculum and their planned revisions. With the assistance of the mentors, the faculty 
group was able to imbed a link to the context and mission of the university within the 
curriculum.  Additional tangible evidence, which resulted from the mentoring process, 
included six significant documents related to their newly designed curriculum. The 
mentoring relationship of Team II remained positive throughout their one year of 
continuous, systematic, exchanges through various modes of communication.   
CASE TWO: Team IV- "New England Research University" 
As noted in Chapter 3, this occupational therapy program is located within a 
public Research I Institution in New England.  The teaching faculty consists of 11 full-
time positions and several additional part-time or adjunct faculty.  Many faculty in this 
program are quite senior; many of the tenured or tenure-track faculty have published 
widely in areas of occupational therapy treatment and education.  Prior to applying to the 
Curriculum-Mentoring Project, the faculty had worked for about three years to create a 
new curriculum.  In 1997, the faculty group began re-examining their curriculum in 
anticipation of the change to an entry-level master’s degree. They described a process of 
reviewing the strengths and weaknesses of the occupational therapy program, discussed 
the philosophy, and had identified curricular themes which they compared to the new 
Standards for Occupational Therapy Education.  This faculty group used consultants both 
formally and informally to assist with their process. Within their application to the 
Curriculum-Mentoring Project, they included their revised curriculum design, objectives 
and an outline of all new courses complete with syllabi. The six representatives from this 
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faculty group were seeking input from a mentor who would help them enhance this 
newly developed entry-level master's program. This occupational therapy faculty stated 
in their application that they were looking for a contemporary "occupation-based" 
theoretical framework for their curriculum.  
The mentor assigned to this faculty, Mentor F was a Professor of occupational 
therapy and former program director of an academic department, which had gone through 
extensive curriculum reform.  She has had many years of experience as both an educator 
and researcher and has published in the area of pediatrics and curriculum reform. 
Results of Content Analysis 
As explained in Chapter three, the initial content analysis of the various forms of 
data related to Case Two: Team IV yielded 23 codes, which were then grouped into the 
same six thematic areas as Case One: Team II.  (See Table 5) 
Aspects of the mentor that contributed to the experience  
Several subcategories related to this theme emerged: (1) role and communication 
style of the mentor, (2) mentor’s knowledge of the faculty as an entire group, and (3) this 
mentor's awareness of curriculum and reform. 
Role and Tasks of the Mentor.  
 This mentor articulated a feeling of vagueness about her role during the initial 
interview in New Hampshire.  She articulated that the first-hand experience of going 
through significant curriculum reform within her occupational therapy program should 
prepare her well to anticipate the needs of this faculty group.  She stated she was looking 
forward to the mentoring process as an opportunity to more deeply reflect on curriculum 
reform and as the year progressed she planned to take on a listening and facilitative role.
  
80
 
 
Table 5: Content Analysis: Codes grouped by Thematic Categories for Team IV  
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Throughout the year, Mentor G commented several times, in her journal, that it 
was her belief that the energy for this mentoring relationship needed to be initiated by the 
faculty. She seemed to believe that no one from the outside could effectively “step in” 
and make suggestions for curriculum change. In the words of the mentor: 
“I am very vague about what I'm doing.  But I really think that is ok because I 
think that when I reflect on our curriculum development change it had to come 
from within the faculty with a driving passion.  There was nobody who could 
have come from outside and started with "You should" or "You could".  
Although, "You might try" suggestions for reading, or suggestions for discussion 
topics were the sorts of things helped to bring us along.  But suggestions aren’t 
enough,  it really has to come from the faculty.  And I feel like, well this may 
work or it may not work, I may not have all the right suggestions, so that is the 
vagueness of it.” 
 
Three of the faculty expressed a confident feeling about the mentor's skills, in 
journal entries that were written subsequent to the New Hampshire the initial meeting in 
New Hampshire.  The faculty expressed that although she had a quiet manner, when 
Mentor G offered information she challenged the faculty to think differently about their 
curriculum.  According to one faculty member in her first journal entry: 
“I think (Mentor G) is an awesome fit for a couple of reasons. First, she is well 
grounded in theory and education. She can follow our faculty quite easily when 
things get heady. Second, she is mild mannered and quietly assertive. That works 
well with our faculty, some of whom can be easily threatened and not hear 
messages because they are focused in the delivery. So, she was able to make us 
rethink our position in such a way as to not ruffle any feathers.” (P2) 
 
However as the year progressed, it was apparent that there was minimal contact 
between the faculty and mentor. Both the faculty and mentor referred to the relative 
“disconnect“ in the relationship and indicated that although each was searching for 
potential opportunities to connect, they found few.  In the words of several faculty 
members in their journal entries:  
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“We are finally back at school and beginning to recapture our mentorship 
workshop experience.  We have several groups working on issues related to the 
workshop (e.g. – focusing on occupation in the pre-professional part of the 
program).  I think we are all focused on the tasks ahead of us that remain before 
we start the new courses next year – but we know what they are and what we need 
to do to get them accomplished. I am not sure how we will "use" (Mentor G’s) 
expertise…and this journal prompts in me a need to think about that and how her 
expertise could continue to assist us.” (P3) 
 
“ I have not had any contact with our mentor, at all since the weekend session” 
(P4) 
 
“It seems that our work with the mentor is really done.  When we were together, 
she helped us see things a little differently, and provided some encouragement. 
Now it seems that it is up to us to take what we learned as a faculty and decide 
what and how we would like to use that information.” (P6) 
    
Mentor G, although attributing some of the lack of communication on her own 
minimally assertive nature, felt that even when she initiated communication via email to 
“check- in” and offer her assistance, there was no response from the faculty.   
The mentor's knowledge of the faculty as an entire group.  
According to Mentor G, this faculty group of 11 appeared to be divided into a 
senior and junior faculty.  Many of the senior faculty members were well established in 
their academic careers with clear expertise in teaching and publications.  The senior 
faculty seemed to have less investment in this mentoring relationship for the purposes of 
curriculum reform.  The junior faculty, on the other hand, seemed to be very excited 
about the prospect of changing the curriculum and establishing their own research 
agenda.  It became apparent to the mentor, following the onsite visit, that the primary 
goal of this faculty group was to obtain guidance in becoming a working “community of 
scholars” rather than achieving curriculum reform.  In her final interview, Mentor G 
discusses her observations that the faculty seem to function as individual professionals, 
delegating various tasks within the curriculum to key personnel. However, Mentor G also 
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indicated that one entire day of the onsite visit was committed to the issue of 
community and supporting the needs of the different members.  Mentor G stated that had 
this become more apparent to her earlier, she would have attempted to make more of an 
effort in facilitating this faculty toward a more collaborative community building 
experience.  It is important to note that the onsite visit for this team occurred in May (11 
months into the project).   Mentor G stated a feeling of “missing the boat” on the real 
interest of the faculty for this Project.  In her words ,when reflecting about the onsite 
visit…. 
“In a matter of probably half a day last week, they resolved some of the questions 
relative to the undergraduate curriculum, but the majority of the next day really 
was committed to that issue of community, what they had in common and the 
needs of the different members. I'm wondering now too, leafing through their 
application again, if their application wasn't more towards trying to figure out 
how they are going to work together as a community of scholar and much less 
towards the curriculum. I really believe so.  And you know, part of the issue that 
they identified for me is that they have several faculty that are senior.  And you 
know, as we talked about it, you've got some junior people that are very excited 
but really tried to establish a research program.  And very senior people that are 
looking at a horizon that's a few years down the line, but you know they're not 
looking at ten, fifteen years to invest and get payback.” 
 
This mentor's awareness of “New England Research University’s” curriculum 
and reform. 
A few times throughout the year in journal entries,   Mentor G commented on her 
perception that this faculty group lacked a common understanding of their curriculum 
philosophy.  Although she felt the faculty had done an exceptional job writing course 
descriptions, they seemed to have different assumptions or perspectives concerning the 
overarching philosophy of their curriculum design.  In the mentor's words:  
"I think that the curriculum philosophy that is one paragraph in length is not what 
I'm talking about. It is a shared belief, knowledge, and understanding.  I think that 
if you really hang out together with an interactive group you start to evolve to 
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having the same vocabulary and although they have been working on this 
process for five years, I don't see that vocabulary showing up all the time in the 
course descriptions.  It seems to be very individual work that vocabulary". 
 
One significant contribution that the mentor made to this faculty was the 
suggestion to revisit their bachelor's degree and the courses that are offered early in the 
curriculum.  In response to her gentle questioning, the faculty redesigned their 
baccalaureate degree.  In the words of one of the faculty in her electronic reflective 
journal:  
"Another thing that our mentor masterfully helped us see was the first few years 
of our student's experiences. We were missing the boat a bit by not introducing 
Occupational Science as a concept/discipline base for the therapy curriculum that 
is planned to begin in their senior year.  We totally missed the boat. Now it feels 
much better. She was wonderful in helping us own that. Very skilled in helping us 
see a better approach." (P2) 
 
It appears from both the perspective of the mentor and the participants that the 
mentoring relationship over the year did yield some insight into the curriculum.  It 
appears most likely that this would not have occurred without the mentor’s involvement.  
Although there was not a systematic and ongoing communication through the year, the 
faculty did seem to value the insight they gained related to the focus of the undergraduate 
degree and how this degree supported their newly developed master’s curriculum.  
Aspects of the faculty that contributed to the experience 
Another theme that emerged from the data was the aspects of the faculty that 
contributed to the experience. Two specific aspects related to the faculty involved: (1) 
faculty's knowledge and work on curriculum and (2) characteristics and style of their 
work.  
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Faculty's knowledge and work on curriculum. 
 This faculty group expressed in various sources of data (initial application to the 
Project, electronic reflections, and the final interview) the feeling that they were well on 
their way to curriculum reform as compared to other faculty groups chosen for this 
Project.  They had stated in their initial application that they reviewed the ACOTE 
standards, had several faculty discussions about graduate education, and had written 
course descriptions for their new master's degree in occupational therapy.  In two of three 
faculty email reflections received after the initial workshop in New Hampshire, these 
faculty members wrote that they received very little new information in the plenary 
sessions. They did however seem energized about the possibility of redesigning their 
bachelor's degree with an occupational science focus. This would substantially change 
the connection with students by offering courses much earlier than their previous 
designed curriculum.  The faculty also spoke of their curriculum as a skeleton upon 
which one faculty member hoped that the year would add "muscle" to the form and yet 
another hoped that the curriculum-mentoring project would add "spirit" and help the 
curriculum to have "life".  
Faculty's characteristics and style of work. 
 As a result of their involvement in this Curriculum-Mentoring Project, in 
particular the weekend workshop, this faculty group seemed to gain a renewed 
commitment to their work towards curriculum.  They agreed to work every Friday 
afternoon consistently and spoke about efforts to recapture the spirit offered to them in 
the weekend workshop.  They spent time at the end of the weekend, compiling notes and 
drafting an email to be sent to their colleagues so that the other faculty members who 
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were not in attendance would feel engaged.  Throughout the journal entries, the faculty 
commented on "healthy discussions" which reflected differences of opinion about how to 
carry out the infusion of the "occupation" concept into their newly designed courses. A 
number of faculty members commented on feeling surprised that so much energy was 
being invested in renewed curriculum discussions as they felt much of that work was 
already done.  And, one of the more senior faculty members commented upon the lack of 
an operational definition of "occupation" and reflected that this might have contributed to 
the various opinions of the faculty. 
There seemed to be at least as much interest, related to creating a "community of 
scholars" within this faculty group.  In the words of one faculty member in an early 
journal entry:  
"I have also been thinking about the issue of "community of scholars" and how 
we can foster further development of this community within our faculty.  I think 
this will be our biggest developmental challenge as many of us have active 
research agendas but there is limited day-to-day sharing of our work nor any 
effort to identify how our individual work connects to some overarching theme.  I 
think it would be so exciting to see this develop and feel that we have the 
potential to do so.  We also have a strong commitment to the group – so there are 
few interpersonal barriers (within human constraints – that is!) to doing this 
collective work.  Time of course is the enemy as it takes time to develop this 
greater level of collaboration -perhaps our curriculum work will facilitate this 
process." (P1) 
 
The program director was working on trying to connect the more senior faculty 
members, each of whom have different strengths and abilities with those more junior, 
who are in need of some support related to third year review, promotion and tenure.  She 
seemed to be working on a way to facilitate personal connections between the faculty 
members as evidenced by her reflective comments in her email journal and an attachment 
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sent to this researcher outlining a worksheet she was planning to use in a faculty 
meeting to facilitate inter-faculty relationships. 
“I have done more reading and thinking about who to promote a community of 
scholars since the workshop and am still formulating a plan for how we can make 
this happen.  After the weekend and as I was working on faculty annual 
evaluation letters, I came up with a method to facilitate discussion at an early 
faculty meeting in the fall to help us look at ourselves as a community of  
scholars.  I wrote up my ideas so I wouldn't lose them.  I may modify them before 
our meeting but do have these to build on.  The ideas came from the reading we 
have done, discussions at the workshop, and subsequent reading, thinking, etc.  
While the mentorship project is really helping me to think about change in our 
department, the info isn't coming to me in a vacuum, but is added to many other 
ideas, readings and conversations that I have with others.” 
 
The mentor seemed to sense this desire to develop a faculty community as well, 
although the realization occurred only after the onsite visit in May.  During the final 
interview, she commented several times that the focus on curriculum was secondary as 
some of the faculty were working toward tenure, establishing research agendas and others 
were interested in becoming active researchers. The group as whole seemed to be 
struggling to find a way to meet the needs of a tiered faculty who were in very different 
places in their respective careers.   
Contextual factors related to the University Setting  
Another theme that emerged from the data was the contextual factors related to 
this university setting.  During the course of the year, the “New England Research 
University” was going through major changes. Expectations for research productivity 
were being raised across the University, and the administration was in the midst of 
position changes, one of which was having hired a new Dean for the Health Sciences.   In 
addition, a hiring freeze was in effect for faculty positions whereby this faculty had 
recently lost a faculty member and subsequently lost the eleventh faculty position.  They 
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also had been relocated to a new building, which significantly altered their physical 
proximity to one another. In the words of one faculty member:  
“We no longer have a community conference area that is dedicated to the 
occupational therapy faculty.  Therefore, simple things like sharing a space to 
have lunch together and other informal gatherings are no longer routinely 
occurring.” 
 
The contextual factors, the loss of a faculty position, increased pressure for 
research productivity, and physical space alterations, seem to have furthered challenged 
this faculty groups’ sense of community.  It seems likely that the aforementioned 
stressors could have significantly effected the faculty’s ability to attend to curricular 
issues. 
Relationship between the mentors and faculty  
Initially, the fit between the faculty group and Mentor G seemed to be good.   At 
least one faculty member mentioned how well suited the mentor was in terms of having a 
similar educational philosophy to their occupational therapy program.  Another faculty 
member seemed to relate to her on a more personal level sharing the appreciation that 
they had similar practice backgrounds.  Others commented on how well her intellectual 
capacity suited the level of their discussions at the weekend workshop.  The faculty as 
whole felt that she challenged them to rethink their educational plan in a mild mannered 
and quietly assertive way.  However, there did appear to be some concerns on both the 
faculty and mentor's part as to how to make this long distance mentoring relationship 
work. As was feared by the mentor, once the weekend workshop was concluded and the 
faculty returned to their university setting, relatively no communication occurred between 
the faculty and mentor. In the mentor’s words, at the initial weekend workshop…. 
“I think that the challenge in any mentoring relationship is establishing a 
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rapport and then maintaining this rapport and that's my biggest concern.  It's just 
the physical distance and knowing how all of us get involved in academics. It is 
going to be difficult  to maintain an ongoing conversation as we are  not going to 
be able to have an ongoing, dynamic, exchange to find out  how things are going.  
I am used to hearing things like ‘ this is what I'm trying’; ‘this is what did work’; 
“this is what didn't work.’ When I've done things before, there has always been 
someone in the area within a one to two hour drive that can work with the 
students at least in an office every week so that we don't have to issue.  This is a 
pretty long distance mentoring relationship.” 
 
Faculty commented they felt the mentor's presence in spirit and that she was 
mentioned frequently in faculty meetings but no real communication occurred.  The 
mentor made a few attempts to initiate communication via email through a single contact 
faculty member but little correspondence occurred. One faculty member in a journal 
entry wrote: "I don't think any of us has heard from her, perhaps some contact would be 
helpful at this point. Who initiates?"  
The mentor sent an email at the end of March to each of the faculty for whom she 
had an email address, stating she felt the relationship wasn't working.  In that email she 
stated that she did not take it personally however felt the AOTF needed to know that no 
communication had occurred. In response to this gesture, the faculty began planning for 
the onsite visit which occurred in May of 2002, almost eleven months into the year-long 
project. During this onsite visit, the mentor reflected that it gave the team an opportunity 
to sit down and dialogue for two days in a way that she felt the faculty had not done 
throughout the year.   It was during this onsite visit that the issue of working together as a 
group to develop a community of scholars surfaced as one of the primary issues that had 
been discussed by the faculty. 
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Findings related to the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Project structure  
The theme related to the structure of the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Project 
emerged from the data contained in the multiple documents generated by the faculty and 
mentor of Team IV.  Several suggestions and reactions related to structural aspects of the 
Project surfaced.  Similar to the data from Case One, three areas emerged: (1) AOTF 
status, (2) workshop and (3) interim work phase. 
AOTF status. 
 The group from Team IV expressed excitement in being selected and anticipated 
that the project would provide opportunities for them to push their thinking to higher 
levels and encourage more productive work among the faculty.  The faculty felt that the 
Project was both necessary and appreciated by the occupational therapy academic 
community as a way to promote and higher standards in OT graduate education. The 
faculty group also noted the importance of determining outcomes of this Project as vital 
to the overall effort. In the words of one faculty member in her first journal entry… 
“I can understand the research component of this AOTF project and think that it 
is a good idea....to evaluate the process. I am impressed w/ how smart this whole 
project is. Helping schools attain higher standards and skills in offering graduate 
education is paramount to OT education excellence and ultimate survival of the 
profession.” 
 
Workshop.  
This faculty stated that many of the content areas were redundant to what they had 
already been exposed to and had processed as a faculty.  It seemed as if they had hoped to 
interact with the other university participants rather than just work within their own team. 
However at least one faculty member seemed to feel that the time spent within their own 
faculty was valuable, as it provided a time to build cohesion and share and listen to the 
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different views the faculty held about the new curriculum.  There appeared to be some 
concern and effort made to document the events of the weekend with the intention of 
communicating to the rest of the faculty who were not in attendance. Several faculty 
members and the mentor commented that the timing of the workshop (June), was not 
conducive to ongoing work throughout the summer.  In fact, the mentor commented that 
the rest of the summer would be a "black hole" into which the energy of the weekend 
would be lost.   
Interim Work Phase. 
 As was anticipated, the faculty for the most part was "off contract" for the 
summer and spoke about the energy they needed to communicate to the rest of the faculty 
to begin curriculum work again in the fall.  The faculty appeared to resume their 
individual work style and were unsure as to when and why to reach out to the mentor 
during this time. 
Overall outcomes related to the project  
According to Mentor G, the year was a series of "bumps and starts.” The year was 
also described by a few of the participants as an “uneven journey”.  From the perspective 
of the mentor, it was an opportunity to spend time in another academic environment, a 
rarity in higher education.  Overall, there did not seem to be any real closure for this team 
and the mentor commented on a sense of vulnerability on the part of the faculty as a 
result of her interactions. During the final interview Mentor G stated: 
I think that I left them. I didn't feel a sense of closure, I felt a sense of…I'm afraid, 
of some vulnerability that I left some issues sort of hanging out there and some of 
that is the fact that like I said that some of their faculty is developmentally in 
different places so that they didn't necessarily feel like the curriculum change was 
their first objective, some were establishing and working on tenure, establishing 
research agendas and others were very interested in being active scholars, but 
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were not interested in the other’s research agendas.  So that when we got to the 
community of scholars we were … we had a group of people that were really 
working on very different places.  And I felt like my being there sort of 
highlighted some of that.” 
 
  The faculty for the most part commented on feeling they had benefited 
from the project, in that they had been exposed to another way to view their 
undergraduate curriculum.  They seemed to work throughout the year, mostly 
independently on the tasks they had delegated.    
Cross Case Analysis 
 In an effort to synthesize and analyze these two representative cases, 
“Midwest Private University” and "New England Research University", the researcher 
returns to the original research questions and the literature review to more fully 
understand the outcomes of the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Project.  The original 
research questions as stated in Chapter One are: 
1. How, if at all, does an assigned formal mentor affect an occupational 
therapy faculty's efforts to achieve curriculum reform?  
2. To what extent do the faculty experience the process and/or outcomes of 
curriculum change? 
3. What findings, if any, emerge that are consistent across programs 
regarding the mentors, the faculty and changes in curriculum?  
4.What findings, if any, emerge that are different across programs regarding the 
mentors, the faculty and changes in curriculum? 
In an effort to understand the overall outcomes of the AOTF Curriculum-
Mentoring Project, the researcher has analyzed and synthesized the information from the 
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two cases and has explained the overall outcomes, using the literature whenever 
possible, to answer each of the four research questions. 
Research Question #1- How, if at all, does an assigned formal mentor affect an 
occupational therapy faculty's efforts to achieve curriculum reform? 
 From these two cases, it could be concluded that a mentor can have a 
significant impact on curriculum reform efforts.  In both cases, the faculty stated that they 
were able to achieve ways of viewing their curriculum that they otherwise would not 
have been able to do if a mentor was not involved in the process.  In both cases, there was 
a refocusing of the faculty's perception of what they had the collective strength to offer 
within their curriculum.  The mentors, in both of these cases, helped to shift the focus of 
the faculty groups to a more substantive curriculum that highlighted the vision of the 
faculty and integrated the context of the institution. The mentors were also able to guide 
the faculty to see options of how to merge undergraduate and graduate curriculums to 
make a more cohesive tie to their educational programs.  In both cases, the mentors 
facilitated discussions among the faculty as to what constitutes graduate level education 
in occupational therapy.  These discussions led to higher levels of thinking on the part of 
the faculty and generated ownership of the work being produced by the faculty groups. 
Through the structure of the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Project, the mentors in 
both of these cases, provided support, ongoing guidance and challenge to the faculty in 
each of the university settings.  According to Daloz’s (1989) mentoring model, support, 
which affirms the value of the protégé, and challenge, which forces the protégé to reflect 
on his or her vision, are necessary for an effective mentoring relationship.  Although the 
amount of support and challenge given by the mentors in the two cases differed, the 
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researcher’s overall impression was that both were inherent to the process.  Support 
was a key element of the mentoring relationship for both faculty groups.  Support, in the 
form of feedback and reinforcement, was given continuously by the mentors in Case One 
while  the mentor in Case Two offered support by attempting to contact the participants 
to see if they were in need of assistance for curriculum change.  The challenges presented 
by the mentors, facilitated changes in the way the faculty thought about their curriculum. 
Again, the amount of challenge differed in the two cases, however the combination of 
support and challenge provided the impetus which led to the curriculum changes made in 
each of the occupational therapy programs. 
Research Question #2- To what extent do faculty experience the process and/or outcomes 
of curriculum change? 
 Both the process and outcomes related to curriculum change appear to be 
highly individualized based upon the makeup of the faculty, the characteristics of the 
mentor(s), and the time taken to establish the relationship between the mentor(s) and the 
faculty group.  Team II, a smaller and more junior faculty group experienced a greater 
amount of change. Team IV, a larger and more senior faculty group, was able to make a 
complete shift in an undergraduate degree to support and lead into their new master’s 
program.  Both of these faculty group’s curriculum outcomes were achieved with the 
assistance of the mentor(s).  
There were significant differences in how the two faculty groups established and 
sustained work with the mentor throughout the year.  Team II developed a systematic and 
consistent sharing of information and documents throughout the course of the year.  A 
variety of documents were shared and subsequently revised based upon the input of the 
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mentors.  Team IV however, had virtually no contact with the mentor during the 
interim work phase and were slow to respond when the mentor did initiate contact. This 
team seemed to feel that the mentor's work was over once the weekend workshop ended.  
Perhaps this perception was a result of unclear guidelines established at the onset of the 
project. 
 Brookfield’s (1986) guidelines for establishing and carrying out mentoring 
relationships complement Daloz’s mentoring model of support, challenge and vision.  
Brookfield’s model was previously presented in Chapter two and the guidelines provide a 
systematic outline upon which to analyze the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring participant’s 
experience.  One important factor of Brookfield’s model is to pace the learning of the 
protégés.  In Case One, the two mentors were acutely aware of when to present 
challenges to the faculty.  The mentors overtly stated in one of their reflections that they 
“did not feel the faculty was ready to think about a particular aspect of the curriculum 
yet” (p.70).  This is evidence of pacing the learning for the faculty group. In Case Two, 
there was no evidence of the mentor attempting to pace the learning for the faculty.   
Another guideline in Brookfield’s model is to time the developmental intervention 
and structure the process.  This is important in that mentors need to understand where the 
protégés are developmentally and establish an open and candid working relationship.  
Again, evidence for this developmental timing occurred in Case One when the mentors 
stated that they took time to review both the application to the AOTF Curriculum-
Mentoring Project and the website of the “Midwest Private University.”  Additionally, 
these two mentors formally introduced themselves in a letter sent to the faculty prior to 
the weekend workshop, which outlined their individual strengths and their working 
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strategy.  These initial efforts seemed to work for this team, as these efforts then 
developed into an ongoing systematic working relationship. The evidence in Case Two, 
for timing the developmental intervention, was neither as clear, nor sustained.  Mentor G 
seemed a bit unclear about her role as mentor initially, although at the weekend workshop 
she appeared to gain the confidence of the faculty through her perceptive questioning, 
which led to their major shift in thinking about the curriculum.  Perhaps, challenging the 
faculty initially worked for this group as a result of  their more senior status, although the 
mentor’s subsequent efforts to elicit communication did not appear to be effective in 
developing an ongoing working relationship. 
The remaining guidelines in Brookfield’s model are to build the relationship and 
work toward collaborative learning.  In order to build the relationship toward true 
collaborative learning, no person should have power over another and the talents of each 
member should be used to make the relationship stronger.  In Case One the collaborative 
learning was apparent through the development of a five year, strategic, curriculum 
development plan which was mapped out during the weekend workshop.  The faculty 
attributed the development of the plan to the mentors who kept them on track and focused 
on their vision.  This collaborative working relationship seemed to be established during 
the weekend together and continued throughout the year. In Case Two, there appeared to 
be a relative “disconnect” between the faculty and subsequently less collaboration 
throughout the year.  
The final guideline according to Brookfield’s mentoring model is to keep the 
focus on learning and not to let personalities interfere. In Case One, the mentors 
facilitated discussions between the faculty based upon their goals and issues.  The 
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mentors were careful to direct the learning through planning as evidenced by the 
statement that they “never ended a phone conversation without knowing exactly when 
they were going to talk again and what they thought they were going to talk about.”  In 
Case Two, the lack of communication seemed to indicate that whatever changes related 
to curriculum were occurring were not a product of the mentor relationship.  
Overall, it appears that a faculty will experience a greater effect from the 
mentoring relationship if the mentor is skilled in carrying out the guidelines set out by 
Brookfield.  The mentor must have an awareness of the faculty’s working style so that he 
or she can tailor a communication system that will encourage a systematic working 
relationship that results in learning.    
Research Question #3- What findings, if any, emerge that are consistent across programs 
regarding the mentors, the faculty and changes in curriculum? 
Overall it appears that having a mentor helps a faculty group to make curriculum 
changes at a more substantive level than not having a mentor and that being part of a 
program that is perceived as selective is valued by faculty.  
 Mentors. 
 The consistent findings in this study were that both teams were able to see 
different options related to their curriculums, as a result of having a mentor,  Faculty in 
each of the two teams felt that the mentor contributed to their ability to vision and 
restructure their curricular focus in different ways than would have been able without the 
mentor’s input. 
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Faculty. 
 In both teams, the faculty felt a sense of pride or excitement in being involved in 
the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Project.  Both teams seemed to feel that this project 
offered the profession a useful model to assist faculty going through curriculum reform.  
The project appeared to facilitate a reflective process of learning about academic change.  
This appears consistent with the literature in that reflection is considered a basic element 
of learning in a mentoring relationship and helps to clarify the vision of the protégé. 
Curriculum Reform. 
 Both teams revised their curricula as a result of their participation in the AOTF 
Curriculum-Mentoring project.  The extent of the change was different for each, and the 
amount of change seems to be a direct result of the communication process between the 
faculty and the mentor. 
Research Question #4- What findings, if any, emerge that are different across programs 
regarding the mentors, the faculty and changes in curriculum? 
Although the structure of the two cases differed from each in that Case One had 
two mentors and a more junior faculty, while Case Two had a more senior faculty and 
one mentor, it is not clear that the structure was the reason for the different outcomes.  It 
appears as if the development of the working relationship between the faculty and the 
mentor(s) is a stronger reason for the differing results. 
Mentors. 
The mentors in Case One appeared to spend time thinking about the process of 
mentoring and frequently spoke to each other about how to approach the faculty.  This 
mentor pair also spent time at the beginning of the project scanning the environment and 
  
99
 
being directive in their communication to the faculty.  They helped the faculty take on 
more responsibility as the year progressed but initially directed the efforts and kept up the 
momentum throughout the project by establishing a timeline and future expectations.  At 
the end of the project, the faculty requested that the mentors remain involved with the 
program and planned future interactions related to curriculum reform. 
The results for Case Two were quite different.  The mentor assigned to Team IV 
spoke about a lack of clarity about her role.  She was an active listener but allowed the 
faculty to take the active lead.  This strategy resulted in minimal communication 
throughout the year.  The mentor seemed to regret not meeting the real issues of the 
faculty by not realizing earlier that their primary focus was in creating a sense of a 
community of scholars with a secondary focus of curriculum reform. 
 Faculty.  
The faculty in these two teams had various differences as well.  The faculty of 
Team II was a smaller group and more junior, while the faculty in Team IV was a larger 
group and more senior.   The faculty in Team II appeared to work well as a team and 
rather quickly established a routine of working with the mentors which was sustained and 
ongoing throughout the duration of the project.  Their work habits related to curriculum 
were systematic as evidenced by their weekly and then bi-weekly routine and adherence 
to their timeline.  The curriculum-mentoring project seemed to give them an external 
reason to maintain their energy toward curriculum reform.  The faculty group in Team IV 
seemed to make a judgment early on that they were well ahead of the other faculty teams 
in relation to their curricular work.  They did not work in collaboration with the mentor in 
any regular or sustained pattern throughout the course of the year-long project.  
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Changes in Curriculum. 
 The differences in curricular change between the two teams are quite obvious.  
Team II was able to make curricular links to tie in both the philosophy and context of the 
university as well as shape an undergraduate degree to support their newly designed 
master’s degree in occupational therapy.  Much of this work was guided by leading 
questions posed to them from their mentors and the ongoing dialogue and feedback 
throughout the year.  Team IV did make a change in focus to their undergraduate degree 
by refocusing it on the theory of occupational science.  This change was attributed to 
their mentor’s astute observations of them and discussion prompted by her questions. 
Although this change in curricula occurred early in the year (at the weekend workshop)  
the faculty then seemed to be looking for ways to work collectively as a team throughout 
the remainder of the project, which was not addressed by the mentor during the interim 
work phase.  Overall, the curriculum changes that occurred for Team IV appeared to be 
fewer than the changes for Team II. 
Summary 
The purpose of this chapter was to present the results of the data collected over 
the year long AOTF Curriculum Mentoring project in response to the original research 
questions.  A two part content analysis yielded information that addressed each of the 
four original research questions.  Overall, the faculty in each of the two teams seemed to 
benefit from mentoring in differing degrees as a result of their participation in the AOTF 
Curriculum-Mentoring project.  It appears as if a more junior faculty group benefits from 
mentoring from a team of mentors, who are able to initially direct through well thought-
out questions and then allow growth among the faculty.  This model as illustrated in Case 
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One, demonstrated that the junior faculty group gained insight into their curricular 
issues by participating in a formal program.   Faculty who are more senior in their 
makeup and have patterns of independent productivity may be better served by mentoring 
focused on team or community relationship building rather than on curricular issues.  It 
also seems important that a well focused plan needs to be established at the onset of any 
formal mentoring project and presented in writing and at the initial workshop with clear 
expectations as to how and when to communicate so to allow a long distance mentoring 
relationship to sustain the momentum over a year time period. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
The focus of this chapter is to interpret and bring conclusion to the information 
provided by the results of the study of the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring Project and to 
identify areas for future research.   
Review of Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to determine the outcomes of a one-year 
Curriculum-Mentoring Project that was designed to assist occupational therapy faculty in 
their efforts to make curriculum changes.  
Review of Research Design  
This study was designed to report the outcomes of the AOTF Curriculum-
Mentoring Project.  The primary purpose of the Project was to use an assigned mentor or 
mentors to assist faculty in making changes to occupational therapy curriculum.  The 
structure of the Curriculum-Mentoring Project followed a specific timeline established by 
the American Occupational Therapy Foundation.  This Project had five phases, 
application, weekend workshop, interim work, onsite consultation and Project 
completion, over the course of the year from June 2001 to June 2002.  A naturalistic, 
qualitative, critical-case study design was established to study this year long process.  
Multiple points of data collection and methods of inquiry were used within this design to 
maximize the participants’ ability to report their experiences throughout the year.  These 
data sources included the application packet from each occupational therapy faculty 
selected, an initial in person interview with the mentor(s) and faculty in June 2001, 
electronic reflections submitted via email on a bi-monthly basis throughout the year, a 
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mailed open-ended questionnaire sent in February 2002 (at the mid-point of the 
project), and a final telephone interview conducted in June 2002. 
Data were collected for each of the five selected teams over the course of the 
year-long project.  Two critical cases were selected based upon the criteria of : 1.) 
representation of the diversity of mentoring relationships, single and dual mentors, 2.) 
representation of public, private, and research university types, and 3.) size and 
experience of the faculty.  Two cases were chosen, Case One: Team II- "Midwest Private 
University" in which there were 8 faculty members working with 2 mentors and Case 
Two: Team IV- "New England Research University" in which there were 11 more senior 
faculty and 1 mentor. 
Review of the Findings 
Chapter IV presented the research findings of the two selected cases and the four 
original research questions were used to guide the report of cross-case analysis.  The first 
research question was concerned with how a mentor affects an occupational therapy 
faculty’s effort to achieve curriculum reform.  It appears as if having a mentor can have a 
significant impact on the faculty’s ability to achieve higher levels of curriculum reform 
than if no mentor was involved.  Both the faculty groups and mentors in the two analyzed 
cases attributed the mentor’s involvement to substantive changes, which strengthened the 
foundation, philosophy and content knowledge to support the occupational therapy 
curricula.  
The second research question was concerned with the extent of the faculty’s 
experience with the process and outcomes of curriculum change.  Both the process and 
outcomes of curriculum change seem to be highly dependent on the communication style 
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and make-up of the faculty and their relationship with the mentor.  The greater the 
amount of communication and planning for future communication, the greater the amount 
of curriculum change attributed to the mentor’s participation.   
The third research question was concerned with the consistency of results across 
occupational therapy programs related to the mentor, faculty, and curriculum change.  
The findings that were similar in the two cases, were that having a mentor was an 
important element in helping the faculty group view their curriculum in a more 
comprehensive way.  Both teams responded that the mentor(s) were able to challenge 
them to view their curriculum differently as a result of challenges posed by the mentor(s).  
Both faculty groups felt a sense of prestige in being selected for this project and 
suggested alternatives to the structure of the project if it were to be offered again. 
Alternatives such as, offering the project in the fall, rather than the summer, and having 
additional opportunities to meet within the context of the faculty participant’s University 
setting, were mentioned.  
 The fourth and final research question was concerned with the differences 
between the two groups related to the mentor, the faculty, and the curriculum changes.  
Differences existed in the outcomes related to the groups analyzed.  It appears that time 
and effort spent in developing the mentoring relationship can lead to more significant 
changes and satisfaction with the process. Additionally, the flow of communication, 
particularly in a long distance mentoring relationship, seems to be of utmost importance.  
The greater the amount of communication and sharing of information seems to support 
the developing relationship as well as the impact the mentor can have on curriculum 
change.  From the two cases analyzed, it is unclear as to whether the differences that were 
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experienced by the two teams had to do with having two mentors rather than one. 
Although, it is important to note, that in Case One, these two mentors had a well 
established, positive, working relationship that may or may not have impacted the rather 
positive outcomes for this team. 
Overall, the findings seem to indicate that the AOTF Curriculum-Mentoring 
Project was a worthwhile venture.  If the Project were to be offered again, several 
suggestions were made by the participants that may enhance the experience for the future 
participants.  These suggested changes are more structural, for example to offer the 
weekend workshop in the fall rather than the summer, when many faculty are not 
engaged in academic pursuits as a result of shorter year contracts.  Additionally, it has 
been suggested that all faculty members be included in the initial meeting with the 
mentor so that an equal opportunity for a personal relationship can be made.  It has also 
been suggested that consideration be made to hold this initial meeting on the campus of 
the faculty for several reasons.  First, it allows the mentor a first hand view of the context 
in which the faculty group is engaged. Second, it allows the mentor to see a “truer” 
picture of the working style of the faculty group.  Lastly, it allows the faculty access to 
important documents and evidence that may be needed to explain their curriculum to the 
mentor. 
Limitations 
According to Klauss (1981) and Kram (1985), assigned mentoring relationships 
may not be as beneficial as mentoring relationships that develop informally or based 
upon protégé choice.  Therefore, the outcomes of this study may have been substantially 
different if the faculty participants were able to choose their mentor or mentors from a 
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group of qualified, interested mentors, who were available for the duration of the 
project.  This would have allowed the protégé’s or selected faculty groups to choose the 
mentor based upon the faculty group’s goals and the known skills of the mentor. 
The one-year time frame of the Curriculum-Mentoring Project may have been 
insufficient to evidence significant curriculum reform.  According to several authors 
(Mawn & Reece, 2000; Wood, etal., 1999), the process of curriculum change in health 
related curriculums takes two to three years. Therefore, if the time frame had been 
extended for 30 to 36 months, the results may have been different.  This may be further 
verified by the fact that the faculty in Case One requested the mentors to continue in their 
efforts, as they felt there was still curriculum work to be done.  
Suggestions for Future Research 
 This study yielded a sufficient amount of data to analyze and report the outcomes 
with relative confidence. This initial inquiry reveals the potential for future research in 
the area of using mentors to assist faculty groups in curriculum change efforts. First, it 
would be important to conduct a similar study comparing the outcomes of the faculty 
groups selected to participate in a formal curriculum project to the outcomes of the 
faculty groups who were not selected.  This comparison would yield interesting 
information concerning the effects of the mentor in groups with a similar investment in 
the curriculum reform process. This study would also determine the amount and quality 
of curriculum change in faculty groups who do not work with a mentor to inform their 
work. 
Another potential for research would be to investigate the outcomes of faculty 
groups with assigned mentors vs. faculty groups who have self selected mentors. The 
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outcomes of this proposed study would be important in making future decisions about 
the system of mentor assignment vs. mentor selection.  
Yet another proposed research suggestion would be to duplicate this study with 
the previously suggested structural revisions to the Project, all faculty in attendance at the 
initial workshop, allowing a longer time period (30-36 months) for the project, and 
providing more opportunity for the mentor to experience the context of the participant’s 
University setting.  With these changes to the Project in place, it would be interesting to 
analyze the outcomes to see if substantive differences occurred from this initial 
investigation.  
A final potential research study would be to survey all the undergraduate 
occupational therapy programs in the United States to see what the faculty efforts have 
been in regard to curriculum reform.  It would be useful to know what is being done and 
the extent to which the academic community are enhancing the occupational therapy 
curriculums across the nation to enhance the education for the entry level occupational 
therapist. 
Conclusions 
The findings from this study will contribute to a fundamental professional 
understanding of using mentors in the occupational therapy profession for the purpose of 
curriculum change.  This understanding is important in that many other occupational 
therapy academic programs will be making curriculum changes to meet the demands of 
Resolution J  up until 2007 and then subsequent changes to enhance quality in order to be 
in compliance with the  new educational Standards.  The outcomes of these two teams 
involved in the American Occupational Therapy Foundation’s Curriculum Mentoring 
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Project will serve as baseline information, which will be useful in helping faculty 
groups decide whether or not to engage with a mentor to assist their curriculum change 
efforts.  
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October 25, 2000 
 
Dear Program Director, 
 
We are proud to invite you and your faculty to participate in an innovative 
curriculum design program sponsored by the American Occupational Therapy 
Foundation. The Foundation seeks to support occupational therapy educational 
programs not only in the transition to post-baccalaureate curricula and to the new 
ACOTE/AOTA Standards for accreditation, but also toward a sound graduate 
intellectual experience that will prepare the scholar-practitioners of the future. 
 
We refer to this program as the AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Project. Five 
professional education programs will be invited to participate in the initial phase of 
this project, which will focus on assisting competent faculty groups in designing 
strong graduate curricula and securing a position as educational leaders in 
occupational therapy. 
 
Recently, you received an invitation to participate in a series of regional 
Workshops, co-sponsored by AOTA/ACOTE and AOTF. Let me distinguish 
between these workshops and the AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Program. If you 
are working to meet the new ACOTE standards, and if that is a "stretch" for your 
faculty at this time, the regional workshop series is the program that will provide 
the assistance you need. 
 
If your faculty has made a commitment to producing the scholars of the future in 
either occupational science or occupational therapy, you should consider the 
Curriculum Mentoring Project. Study the enclosed "Scoring Criteria for Participant 
Selection" very carefully before applying for this program. It requires the luxury of 
time for faculty to engage in a thorough study of the theoretical basis for practice, 
the preparation and mentoring of scholars, and the visioning process required to 
help move the profession into the future. 
 
Existing MS programs would be suitable for the Curriculum Mentoring Project. 
Or, if you've begun the work of developing a more scholarly-type graduate 
program, this project would be of assistance to you. 
 
The AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Project aims to: 
I . Engage faculty groups in an iterative process of formal instruction, independent 
faculty work and on-site consultation in curriculum design. 
2.  Shepherd participating faculty groups through the development or refinement 
of graduate education programs. 
3.  Foster graduate educational programs that will produce clinician-scholars who 
can work autonomously across practice environments as colleagues in service 
delivery and research with a variety of interdisciplinary professionals. 
4. Study the impact of the Project on faculty and curriculum development. 
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Invitations to participate in the Curriculum Mentoring Project will be extended based 
on a program's commitment to: 
 
1. Develop a carefully designed and well-integrated program of study that 
reflects a rigorous graduate education. 
2. Address the following professional needs through curriculum design: 
• Occupation as the core of practice 
• Respect for evidence-based practice 
• Client-centered reasoning 
• The integration of academic and fieldwork education across the 
curriculum. 
3. Work as a group of educator-scholars through a process of curriculum visioning, 
planning and implementation 
 
Scholarship is the key word in this program. Faculties who participate 
will engage in a careful study of the curriculum revision process as related to the 
use of educational methods that promote critical thinking and help develop the 
value system essential to a career built around scientific inquiry and scholarly 
practice. 
 
The project will involve five phases: 
1. The Application Phase 
•  The project is promoted and applications are encouraged from all 
currently accredited entry-level programs. 
•   Project faculty (mentors) and two consultants review applications and 
select 5 programs for participation. 
•   Project faculty are assigned as mentors to selected programs based on 
common educational environments and experience. 
2. The Workshop Phase 
•  Project faculty/mentors and representative faculty from selected 
programs meet for a 2-3 day workshop with formal instruction and guided 
small group work with an assigned mentor. 
3. The Interim Work Phase 
•  Representative faculty return to programs and work with program 
faculty on curriculum development/revision. Assigned mentors are 
available by phone, e-mail, etc. 
4. The On-site Consulting Phase 
• Mentors travel to their programs for 2 days of on-site work and 
consultation. 
5. The Evaluation Phase 
•The program's short-term effectiveness is evaluated, in preparation for 
seeking grant funds to support an expanded consultation and mentoring 
program.  
 
The conditions of the program are as follows: Faculty teams comprised of 
the program director and at least two other full-time faculty members will attend 
the workshop and will serve as facilitators of the on-going curriculum revision 
process at their schools. AOTF will underwrite the expenses of the workshop, 
including a small stipend to be awarded to each faculty team to defray expenses in 
attending the workshop. In turn, the university will provide support (travel and per 
diem) to cover expenses for the mentor's on-site visit near the end of the project. 
University administrators and AOTF will sign contracts to this effect. 
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Guidelines for preparing an application are enclosed. A packet including a letter of 
explanation and inquiry is enclosed for the purpose of informing your dean of this 
opportunity, and of the university's required support for your efforts, should your 
program be selected. Applications are due to AOTF by January 10, 
2000.Notification of acceptance will be no later than January 22d. The workshop 
is tentatively scheduled for June2001. 
 
You are invited to call and make further inquiries about the program; we welcome 
your interest! I can be reached via email at ngillette@aotf.org, and by phone at 
301-652-6611 x 2555. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
Nedra P. Gillette, MEd., ScD. (Hon) 
Acting Director, AOTF Institute for the Study of Occupation and Health 
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AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Project 
FACT SHEET 
 
A. Purpose of the Program 
AOTF's  purpose in offering this program is to promote the development of 
graduate education across occupational science and occupational therapy so as to 
ensure the preparation of scientists and scholarly practitioners who are the 
intellectual leaders of the future. 
 
B.  Project Goals 
I .To pilot an iterative process of formal instruction, independent faculty work and 
guidance from an expert consultant/mentor in curriculum design 
2, To shepherd participating programs through the development or refinement of 
graduate education programs 
3. To foster the development of graduate education programs that will produce 
clinician-scholars who can work autonomously across practice environments as 
colleagues in service delivery and research with a variety of interdisciplinary 
professionals. 
 
C. Qualifications for Participating Faculties 
The AOTF project is envisioned as a means of supporting a small group of 
selected OT programs with a commitment to: 
1. .Developing a carefully designed and well integrated program of study that 
reflects a rigorous graduate education. 
2. Addressing the following professional needs within the curriculum:  
Occupation as the core of practice 
Respect for evidence based practice 
Client centered reasoning 
3. Working as a group of educator-scholars through a process of curriculum 
visioning,, planning and implementation 
 
D. Project Phases 
1. The Application Phase 
•   The project is promoted and applications are encouraged from all currently 
accredited entry-level programs. 
•   Project faculty (mentors) review applications and select 5 programs for 
participation 
•   Project faculty are assigned as mentors to selected programs based on common 
educational environments. 
 
2. The Workshop Phase 
 Project faculty/mentors and representative faculty from selected programs meet 
for a2.3 day workshop with formal instruction and guided small group work with 
an assigned mentor. 
 
3. The Interim Work Phase 
 Representative faculty return to programs and work with program faculty on 
curriculum development/revision. Assigned mentors are available by phone, e-
mail, etc. 
 
4. The On-site Consulting Phase 
Mentors travel to their programs for 2 days of on-site work and consultation. 
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5 .   Evaluation Phase 
The program's short-term effectiveness is evaluated. 
 
E. Conditions of Participation 
•   Faculty teams comprised of the program director and at least two other full-time 
faculty members will attend the workshop and will serve as facilitators of the on-
going curriculum revision process at their schools. 
•   AOTF will underwrite the expenses of the workshop, including a small stipend 
to be awarded to each faculty team to defray expenses in attending the workshop. 
•   In turn, the university will provide support (travel and per diem) to cover 
expenses for the mentors on-site visit near the end of the project. University 
administrators and AOTF will sign contracts to this effect.
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AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Project 
Application Guidelines 
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AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Project 
Application Guidelines 
Applications for the Curriculum Mentoring Program must include the following 
information. 
 
Section I.- Demographics 
Institution Name 
Program Address 
Type of Institution (size, research, public, private...) 
Program Director (name and rank) 
Faculty (name and rank of all permanent faculty) 
Enrollment (number of students who will be enrolled in the revised curriculum) 
 
Section II: Description of Current Curriculum, Status and Plan for Revision 
•  Curriculum documents: mission, philosophy, views of education, curriculum 
design, course sequence and descriptions (materials from a recent self-study would 
meet this requirement) 
•  Summary of curriculum revision work to date including use of resources within 
and outside of University 
•  Plan for continuing work, including goals 
 
Section III: Administrative Commitment 
Statement of Director's financial support 
Statement of Directors allocation of time and resources 
 Designation of participating faculty (those attending workshop and those involved 
an site) 
Statements from faculty attending workshop of their vision and goods for 
participation in project, ;why and how they were selected to attend workshop 
 
Section IV: University Commitment 
Statement of Dean's (or appropriate University administrator) understanding of 
and commitment to OT Curriculum revision and participation in AOTF project 
 
Section V: Program and Faculty Commitment to Scholarship 
•  Documentation of faculty study relative to curriculum revision 
•  Description of graduate education in this program: faculty roles and 
responsibilities; expectation of rigor and standards; teaching strategies and 
approaches; student roles and responsibilities 
•  Analysis of University environment-. supports and barriers to curriculum 
revision 
•  Analysis of external environment: societal and professional trends to be 
addressed within revised curriculum 
 
Questions? Contact Nedra Gillette at 3Ol-652-66l1 x2553 or via email at 
ngillelte@,aotf.org 
Applications are due to AOTF by January 10, 2000.      
Notification of acceptance will be no later than January 22 
 
Send applications to: The American Occupational Therapy Foundation   
Attn: Debra Salob 
4720 Montgomery Lane 
PO Box 31220 
Bethesda. MD 20824 
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APPENDIX D: 
Criteria for Participant Selection
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Workshop Agenda 
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AOTF Bulletin Boards 
"Agenda for May 3Ist-June 2" 
 
AGENDA: OPENING SESSION 
 
MENTORS CURRICULUM PROJECT WEEKEND 
 
May 31-June 2, 2001 
 
Durham, New Hampshire 
 
Thursday, May 31, 2001 
 
6:00p.m. Socialization, wine and cheese hour 
6:30p.m. Teams seated with their mentors 
 
Program: 
 
6-.30--Review of the program and its purposes 
 
6:40--Mentors introduce themselves, sharing their most important occupations 
7:00--Teams introduce themselves, first as individuals, sharing their most 
important occupations 
 
7:25p.m. Dinner is served 
 
Teams introduce themselves as a group, noting the challenges they are facing, the 
strengths they have; also what are the team's expectations about what is going to 
happen while we're together? and what is the team's greatest fear about what might 
happen during this weekend? 
 
8: 1 0 p. m. Dessert is served 
 
8:30p.m. Program Evaluation Procedures & Purposes: Presented by:Barbara 
Hooper and Ingrid Provident 
 
8:50p.m. Discussion of journaling throughout the project 
 
9:15p.m. Sweet Dreams! 
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AGENDA: FRIDAY & SATURDAY, JUNE 1-2, 2001 
 
Friday, June 1, 2001 
 
8:30a.m. Teams meet at the Inn for phase one of program evaluation 
9:45a.m. Plenary Session * 1. Leadership and Change 
Facilitators: Ann Grady and lane Rourke 
10:15a.m. Team meetings 
12:30p.m. LUNCH 
1:45p.m. Plenary Session # 2: Graduate Education: environmental scanning and 
situated curriculum 
Facilitators: Cathy Nielson and Barb Hooper 
2:15p.m. Team meetings 
4:45p.m. Vans return to the Inn 
Evening: Teams have dinner singly or in combinations of their choice. 
Saturday, June 2, 2001 
8:30a.m. Vans depart the Inn to UNH and meeting facilities 
9:00a.m. Plenary session # 3: Curriculum Revision & the ACOTE Standards 
Facilitators: Nedra Gillette and Perri Stern 
9:30a.m. Team Meetings 
12:00p.m. LUNCH 
1:30p.m. Plenary Session # 4: Graduate Education: teaching and learning 
environments; faculty scholarship, community of scholars 
Facilitator: Ruth Humphry 
2:00p.m. Team Meetings 
4:00p.m. Van departs for LOGAN AIRORT 
4:30p.m. Van departs for the Inn 
 
Sunday, June 3, 2001 
8:30a.m. Van departs Inn for Logan Airport 
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY 
 
 
 TITLE: The Effect of the Mentoring Project on Curriculum 
or Program Change in Five Occupational Therapy Programs 
 
INVESTIGATOR:  Ingrid M. Provident M.S. OTR/L 
     ILEAD Doctoral Student 
     227 Health Science Building 
     Pittsburgh, PA 15282 
     (412) 396-5411 
     provident@duq.edu 
 
ADVISOR: Perri Stern, Ed.D 
   School of Health Sciences 
Department of Occupational Therapy 
   227 Health Science Building 
   Pittsburgh, PA 15282 
(412) 396- 4215 
 
SOURCE OF SUPPORT: This study is being performed as partial 
fulfillment of the requirements for the doctoral degree in the ILEAD 
Program at Duquesne University. This study is also supported by the 
American Occupational Therapy Foundation. 
  
PURPOSE: You are being asked to participate in a research project 
that seeks to investigate the effect of the AOTF mentoring program 
on curriculum and program change in your occupational therapy 
program. In addition, you will be asked to allow me to interview you 
at three different times through the course of the project.  The 
interviews will be taped and transcribed. 
 
These are the only requests that will be made of you. 
  
RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are no risks to you in the 
participation of this project. The benefits are the documentation of 
change to your curriculum.   
COMPENSATION: There is no compensation for participation in 
this project.  
  
CONFIDENTIALITY: Your name will never appear on any 
survey or research instruments.  No identity will be made in the data 
analysis.  All written materials and consent forms will be stored in a 
locked file in the researcher's home.  Your response(s) will only 
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appear in statistical data summaries.  All materials will be destroyed at 
the completion of the research. 
  
RIGHT TO WITHDRAW: You are under no obligation to 
participate in this study.  You are free to withdraw your consent to 
participate at any time. 
 
INFORMATION: If you have any questions about this study 
please feel free to contact:  
Ingrid M. Provident M.S. OTR/L 
Department of Occupational Therapy 
227 Health Sciences Building 
Duquesne University 
Pittsburgh, PA 15282 
(412) 396-5411 
provident@duq.edu 
 
SUMMARY OF RESULTS: A summary of the results of this 
research will be supplied to you, at no cost, upon request. 
 
VOLUNTARY CONSENT: I have read the above statements and 
understand what is being requested of me.  I also understand that my 
participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw my consent 
at any time, for any reason.  On these terms, I certify that I am 
willing to participate in this research project. 
I understand that should I have any further questions about my 
participation in this study, I may call Dr. Mary de Chesnay, Chair of 
the Duquesne University Institutional Review Board (412-396-
6553), and will be given an opportunity to discuss, in confidence, 
any questions with any member of the Institutional Review Board. 
 
 
 
           
           
  _______________________   __________________ 
Participant's Signature    Date 
 
_________________________  __________________ 
Researcher's Signature     Date 
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AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Project 
Ingrid M. Provident M.S. OTR/L 
 
Guided Interview Questions for Mentors 
At the start of the June 2001 Workshop 
 
As you know the overall purposes of the AOTF Curriculum Mentoring 
Project are to assist occupational therapy programs and faculty in their efforts to 
enhance the nature of graduate education within their program, and to facilitate 
any curriculum development that is consistent with this overall goal.  As 
mentors, you each have a central role in this process.  
 The workshop this weekend is intended to help each team get started in their 
formal efforts working together. You will be spending some of your time in 
informational sessions, but most of the time working towards the goals you have 
identified as well as the goals the faculty group have identified for themselves. 
 As a way to get a better sense of where you're at with respect to this project, I'd 
like to talk with you about your beginning thoughts regarding the mentoring 
process and your work as a mentor over the next year.  I will be using this 
information as part of my dissertation research on the outcomes of this 
mentoring project. 
 I'd like to tape-record our discussion.  Is that okay with you?   Do you 
have any questions before we begin? 
Let's proceed….. 
   
 
1. Since being matched with your protégé OT program what, if anything, have you 
done to prepare for this weekend and / or the mentoring process? 
 
 
2. How do you envision your role as mentor in this relationship? ( how do you 
plan to interact with the faculty?, describe your style..) 
 
 
3. How do you envision the role of the faculty representatives in this relationship? 
(What do you need from the faculty to make this mentoring relationship successful 
?)  
 
4. This AOTF project is directed toward enhancing graduate studies and 
occupation within curriculum.  With respect to these areas, in particular, what are 
some of the things you feel the program you have been assigned needs to address 
or enhance within their program?  
 
5. How will you measure accomplishment of the mentoring project?  What will be 
the specific outcome in one year? 
 
 
6. What roadblocks or obstacles, if any, do you anticipate as effecting your efforts? 
 
7. How do you anticipate getting around these obstacles? 
 
 
8.  What do you hope to accomplish over these next two days? 
Any other thought or comments about the process or your expectations? 
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AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Project 
Ingrid M. Provident M.S. OTR/L 
Guided Interview Questions for Participants 
At the start of the June 2001 Workshop 
 
As you know the overall purposes of the AOTF Curriculum Mentoring 
Project are to assist occupational therapy programs and faculty in their efforts to 
enhance the nature of graduate education within their program, and to facilitate 
any curriculum development that is consistent with this overall goal.  I am happy 
that we will be working together and I am looking forward to our team having a 
very productive year. 
The workshop this weekend is intended to help each team get started in 
their formal efforts working together.  We'll be spending some of our time in 
informational sessions, but most of the time working towards the goals you have 
identified for yourselves and your program. 
  As a way to get a better sense of where you're at with respect to this project, I'd 
like to talk with you about your beginning thoughts regarding the mentoring 
process and our work together over the next year.  Ingrid Provident will use the 
information in the interview for the purpose of her dissertation research.  
 I'd like to tape-record our discussion.  Is that okay with you?   Do you have 
any questions before we begin? 
Let's proceed….. 
 
1. Individually, how, if at all, have you prepared for this weekend ?  ( Have you 
reviewed your Mentoring Project application?, Have you gathered information 
about you curriculum?  Have you read anything related to the process or 
curriculum?) 
 
2. As a faculty team, how, if at all, have you prepared for the weekend? ( Did you 
meet with the other members of the faculty to gather any questions they might 
have?  Did you have any meetings related to the process of the mentoring project?) 
 
3.  How do you envision my role as mentor in this relationship? (What kinds of 
things are you looking for in your mentor?, Any particular style, you feel works 
best for your group?) 
 
4. How do you envision your role as faculty representative in this relationship? (How 
do you work best?, How would you describe the working  style of this group?) 
 
5. This AOTF project is directed toward enhancing graduate studies and occupation 
within curriculum.  With respect to those areas, in particular, what are some of the 
things you want to address or enhance within your program? 
 
6. Have any of your priorities changed since you submitted your application? In what 
way? (Think back to January, is anything different about the focus of your 
department?)  
 
7.  How will you measure accomplishment of the mentoring project?  What will be 
the specific outcome in one year? 
 
8. What roadblocks or obstacles, if any, do you anticipate as effecting your efforts? ( 
Internal challenges within your school?  External environmental challenges ?) 
 
9. How do you anticipate getting around these obstacles?  
Other thoughts or comments about this process or your expectations….. 
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Mentor Questions for Reflective Journal  
AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Project 
June 2001 
 
 
Now that you have returned to your academic program from the AOTF 
weekend meeting in New Hampshire, I hope you have had time to reflect 
on the experience and begin your journal. The following questions are 
meant to stimulate your thinking about the mentoring process and help 
guide your reflections.  If you have already begun your journal, please 
review the questions and see if there is anything you want to supplement in 
your entries. If you have not begun your journal, you may want to use the 
questions to prompt yourself.  
 
You may send your responses as an email attachment to 
provident@duq.edu. If you have hand-written your reflections, you may 
send them via fax to (412) 396-4343 to the attention of Ingrid Provident. 
Please keep a copy of your journal entries for yourself so that you have 
opportunities to review them as often as you like.  
 
Please send responses to this first set of questions by Friday June 28th, 
2001. 
 
Thank you in advance for your continued participation in this project. 
 
1. How similar or different was the weekend workshop to what you 
expected/anticipated?  What about the weekend contributed to your 
perceptions? 
 
2. How well matched are you to the needs, issues, and/or priorities identified 
by your program?  What about you, your program, and/or your faculty 
participants contribute to the degree of "goodness of fit"? 
 
3. How, if at all, did you and your team use the content provided during the 
plenary sessions, (Leadership and Change, Environmental Scanning and 
Situated Curriculum, Curriculum Revision & ACOTE Standards, 
Developing a Community of Scholars) during your team meetings?  
 
4. By the end of the weekend, what did your team identify as the immediate 
and long-term goals or activities for your program with respect to the 
mentoring project?  
 
5. What thoughts or feelings do you have about your participation in this 
project presently? 
 
6. What other thoughts or feelings, if any, do you have about the Curriculum 
Mentoring Project at this time?  
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AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Program 
Mentor Interim Work Phase Questionnaire 
February 2002 
 
This questionnaire is designed as a midpoint check-in to 
gather information about where you and your program are at 
regarding curriculum change and the mentoring process.  Please read 
each question carefully.  I greatly appreciate your most thoughtful, 
reflective responses to each item. Please use the reverse side of the 
page for additional space, if necessary, for any or all questions.   
If you have questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to 
call Ingrid Provident, at (412) 396-5411 or email me at 
provident@duq.edu.   
 
 
 
I. Curriculum Change and Graduate Education 
 
1.a. Looking back to the beginning of this project, what was the 
faculty team you are working with hoping to accomplish re: 
curriculum change and/or graduate education? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b. How, if at all, have the faculty team goals changed? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Please describe how you have served to support/further your team’s 
progress toward their goals.  
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II.  Faculty Participants 
 
3. What factors have contributed to your faculty team's ability to make 
progress toward their goals? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. What factors have detracted from your faculty team's ability to make 
progress toward their goals? 
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III. Mentors 
 
5. Over the course of the past 7 months, it's likely that you and your 
faculty team have settled into a relationship.  Please describe the 
nature of this relationship and how the relationship evolved. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Please describe the involvement you have had regarding your 
programs efforts at curriculum change, thus far. 
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IV. Future Planning 
7. How, if at all, do you plan to adjust your working relationship with 
the faculty team for the remainder of this project? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Looking ahead toward the remainder of this project, what ideas, 
activities and or tasks will you and your faculty team be pursuing?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please feel free to add any other comments or attach any documents 
that reflect your efforts or unanticipated outcomes relative to 
curriculum reform or work with the faculty team during this interim 
work phase of the Curriculum-Mentoring Project.   
 
Return to: Ingrid Provident M.S. OTR/L, Duquesne University, 
227 Health Sciences Building, Pittsburgh, PA 15282 or Fax to 
(412) 396-4343 
 
PLEASE RETURN BY FEBRUARY 15TH, 2002.   
Thank you again for your participation!! 
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AOTF Curriculum Mentoring Program 
Interim Work Phase Questionnaire for Faculty Participants 
February 2002 
 
This questionnaire is designed as a midpoint check-in to 
gather information about where you and your program are at 
regarding curriculum change and the mentoring process.  Please read 
each question carefully.  I greatly appreciate your most thoughtful, 
reflective responses to each item. Please use the reverse side of the 
page for additional space, if necessary, for any or all questions.   
If you have questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to 
call Ingrid Provident, at (412) 396-5411 or email me at 
provident@duq.edu.   
 
 
 
I. Curriculum Change and Graduate Education 
 
1.a. Looking back to the beginning of this project, what was 
your faculty team hoping to accomplish re: curriculum change and/or 
graduate education? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b. How, if at all, have the faculty team's goals changed? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Please describe the activities, projects and / or tasks your faculty 
team has been working on with respect to your original goals.  
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II.  Faculty Participants 
 
3. What factors have contributed to your team's ability to make 
progress toward your goals? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. What factors have detracted from your team's ability to make 
progress toward your goals? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
III. Mentors 
 
5. Over the course of the past 7 months, it's likely that the faculty team 
and your mentor(s) have settled into a relationship.  Please describe 
the nature of this relationship and how the relationship evolved. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Please describe your mentors' involvement regarding your programs 
efforts toward curriculum change thus far. 
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IV. Future Planning 
7. How, if at all, do you plan to adjust your working relationship with 
the mentor(s), for the remainder of this project? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Looking ahead toward the remainder of this project, what ideas, 
activities and or tasks will your team be pursuing?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please feel free to add any other comments or attach any documents 
that reflect your efforts, or unanticipated outcomes relative to 
curriculum reform or the use of the mentor during this interim work 
phase of the Curriculum-Mentoring Project.   
 
 
Return to: Ingrid Provident M.S. OTR/L, Duquesne University, 
227 Health Sciences Building, Pittsburgh, PA 15282 or Fax to 
(412) 396-4343 
 
PLEASE RETURN BY FEBRUARY 15TH, 2002.   
Thank you again for your participation!! 
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Focus Group Questions for Mentors 
Designed for use in Final phase of Data Collection through a  
Telephone Conference Call 
 
First, thank you all for participating in my research during the past year 
and appreciate the time you have taken to complete the various tasks that have 
been required for this study. Now that we are approaching the end of the project, I 
have a final set of questions I would like to ask you. Please be as honest as 
possible in your responses.  As a reminder, your responses will be used only in the 
general reporting of the outcomes of this project and neither person nor University 
will be identified. 
 
I will be audiotaping this interview and transcribing this information. Is that okay 
with each of you?   
 
This focus interview should take about one-hour.  There are four distinct 
groups of questions. The first set of questions relates to the Curriculum - 
Mentoring program as a whole.  The second set is designed to elicit your 
impressions about working with the assigned faculty group. The third set relates to 
your work as the mentor. The final section is focused on your recommendations 
for the program in general.  Do you  have any questions before I begin? 
 
Let's begin with the first group of questions related to the overall Curriculum- 
Mentoring program:  
1.  Looking back on the past year, tell me about your experience with the 
AOTF Curriculum - Mentoring Project? 
(What was it like to participate in the project?) 
(Overall, in what ways was it similar to what you thought it would 
be?) 
(Overall, how was it different than what you thought it would be?) 
 
2. Early in the project, the team you were assigned identified (here I will 
restate their goals from the information I have gathered) as their goals for the 
year. What aspects, if any, of the curriculum-mentoring program contributed 
toward their efforts in these areas? 
 
3. With respect to each of the goal areas, where are they, in your opinion, as 
compared to where you thought they would be at this point in the project? 
 
4. Looking back at the experience this year, what, if anything, could have 
been done differently to enhance your faculty teams' program efforts? 
 
Now I would like to shift and focus on your experience with your assigned faculty 
team.  Think about the interactions you have had with your team in the past year, 
the various communications with your team as well as the onsite visit. 
 
5.  How, if at all, has the experience of working with an assigned team, affected 
you as a mentor?  
 
6. How, if at all, have you affected the team's efforts at curriculum-reform? 
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7. Overall, what issues emerged this year, either positive or negative, related to 
working with the faculty team? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In this next set of questions, I would like you to focus on your own work as a 
mentor. Think of all the activities you have engaged in either individually or the 
two of you together related to this project. 
 
8.  What activities, if any, did you work on as a mentor in this project? 
 
9. Knowing what you know now, how would you change your work habits or 
your approach to the various projects you set out to accomplish? 
 
 
 
This final set of questions is designed to gather your input for future planning. 
 
10. If the AOTF were to offer this Curriculum Mentoring program again what 
are your recommendations to the foundation?   
11. What recommendations would you make to future mentors?  
12. What recommendations would you make to the future faculty teams? 
13. Were there any unforeseen or unanticipated outcomes, either positive or 
negative, which resulted from your participation in this AOTF Curriculum-
Mentoring Project? 
14. I have asked you a number of questions, do you have any questions for me? 
 
Thank you so much for your time and honest responses.  If you have any other 
comments or think of any additional information you feel I should know, after we 
conclude today, I encourage you to send me your final reflections via email. 
 
 
 
 
 
